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Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
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Education Code Section 76355
Statutes 1984, Chapter 1, 2" E.S.; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118
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Santa Monica Community College District, Claimant

Dear Ms. Halsey:
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) is transmitting our response to the above-entitled IRC.

The district did not comply with the réquirements of the claiming instructions in developing its
indirect cost rates. The SCO’s adjustment to the indirect cost rates based on the SCO’s FAM-29C
methodology is supported by the Commission’s decisions on previous IRCs (e.g., statement of decision
adopted on January 24, 2014, for the San Mateo County and San Bernardino community college districts on
this same program). The parameters and guidelines, which were duly adopted at a Commission hearing,
require compliance with the claiming instructions. The claiming instructions and related general provisions
of the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual provide ample notice for claimants to properly claim indirect costs.

The district offset revenues collected from student health fees rather than by the fee amount the
district was authorized to impose. The SCO’s reduction of reimbursement to the extent of fee authority is
supported by Education Code section 76355, the Commission decisions on prevision IRCs, as mentioned
above, and the appellate court decision in Clovis Unified School District v. Chiang.

I you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849.
Sincerely,
JIM L. SPANO, Chief

Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits

MAILING ADDRESS P.0O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250-5874
SACRAMENTO 3301 C Street, Suife 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 (916) 324-8907
LOS ANGELES 900 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754-7616 (323) 981-6802
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
Sacramento, CA 94250
Telephone No.: (916) 445-6854

BEFORE THE

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

~ STATE OF CALIFORNIA

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON:
Health Fee Elimination Program

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2" Extraordinary
Session; and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

SANTA MONICA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DISTRICT,
Claimant

No.: CSM 08-4206-1-17

AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF

1, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations:

1) Iam an employee of the State Controller’s Office and am over the age of 18 years.

2) I am currently employed as a bureau chief, and have been so since April 21, 2000.
Before that, I was employed as an audit manager for two years and three months.

3) 1am a California Certified Public Accountant (CPA).

4) Ireviewed the work performed by the State Controller’s Otfice (SCO) auditor.

5) Any attached copies of records are true copies of records, as provided by the Santa
Monica Community College District or retained at our place of business.

6) The records include claims for reimbursement, along with any attached supporting
documentation, explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled

Incorrect Reduction Claim.
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7) A field audit of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 2003-04, FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06
commenced on June 19, 2008, and ended on August 15, 2008.

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge, and that such knowledge is based on personal

observation, information, or belief.

Date: June 15, 2010

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

By: _ (b %/

Ji#h L. Spano, Clief

andated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office







STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY
SANTA MONICA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
For Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04, FY 2004-05, and FY 2005-06

Health Fee Elimination Program
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2" Extraordinary Session;
and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 |

SUMMARY

The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCQ) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim that the
Santa Monica Community College District submitted on February 3, 2009. The SCO audited the district’s
claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program for the period of July 1,
2003, through June 30, 2006. The SCO issued its final report on November 14, 2008 (Exhibit C),

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $1,104,368—$421,098 for FY 2003-04 ($422,098
less a $1,000 penalty for filing a late claim), $404,959 for FY 2004-03, and $278,311 for FY 2005-06
($288,311 less a $10,000 penalty for filing a late claim) (Exhibit E). Subsequently, the SCO performed
an audit for the period of July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2006, and determined that $308,426 is allowable
and $795,942 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the district claimed ineligible costs and
understated revenues. The following table summarizes the audit results.

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Element Claimed per Audit Adjustments

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits ' $ 756,771 $ 756,771 $ —

Services and supplies 4,500 4,500 —
Total direct costs 761,271 761,271 —
Indirect costs 259,365 145,707 (113,658)
Total direct and indirect costs 1,020,636 906,978 {113,658)
Less authorized health service fees (598.538) (712,713) {114,175)
Subtotal 422,098 194,265 (227,833)
Less late filing penalty (1,000) (1,600) —
Total program costs $ 421,098 193,265 $ (227,833)
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than} amount paid $ 193,265
July 1, 2004 through June 2005
Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 698,777 $ 698,777 $ —

Services and supplies 15,490 15,490 —
Direct costs 714,267 714,267 e

Indirect costs 263,636 229,351 (34,285)




Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Element Claimed per Audit Adjustments

July 1. 2004, through June 30, 2005 (continued)
Total direct and indirect costs 977,903 943,618 (34,285)
Less authorized health service fees {572,944) (828,457) (255,513)
Total program costs $ 404,959 115,161  $ (289,798)
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid § 115,161
July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 668,464 $ 668464 $ —

Services and supplies 10,072 10,072 —
Direct costs 678,536 638,536 —
Indirect costs 232,399 226,835 (5,564)
Total direct and indirect cost 910,935 905,371 (5,564))
Less authorized health service fees (622,624)  (1,014,592) {391,968)
Subtotal 288,311 {109,221) (397,532)
Less late penalty (10,000) - (10,000) -
Adjustments to eliminate negative balance — 119,221 119,221
Total costs $ 278311 — § (278311
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid b —
Summary: July 1, 2003 through June 30. 2006
Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 2,124,012 § 2,124,012 $ —

Services and supplies 30,062 30,062 —
Direct costs 2,154,074 2,154,074 —
Indirect costs 755,400 601,893 (153,507)
Total direct and indirect costs 2,909,474 2,755,967 {153,507)
Less authorized health service fees (1,794,106) (2,555,762) {761,656)
Subtotal 1,115,368 200,205 (915,163)
Less late penalty {11,000} {11,000) —
Adjustments to climinate negative balance — 119221 119,221
Total program costs $ 1,104,368 308,426 § (795,942)
Less amount paid by the State —_
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid § 308426

! Payment information current as of June 14, 2010.




The distnct disagrees with all of the findings. The district believes that all indirect costs claimed are
reimbursable under the mandated program. The district also believes that it properly offset health service
fees from its claims.

I. HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION PROGRAM CRITERIA

Parameters and Guidelines — Amended May 25, 1989

On August 27, 1987, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) adopted Parameters and Guidelines
for Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Extraordinary Session. The CSM amended the parameters and
guidelines on May 25, 1989 (Exhibit A), because of Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987.

Section V identifies the scope of the mandate and the reimbursable activities as follows.

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate

Eligible community college districts shall be reimbursed for the costs of providing a health
services program. Only services provided in 1986-87 fiscal year may be claimed.

B. Reimbursable Activities
For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable to the extent they were

provided by the community coliege district in fiscal year 1986-87. . . . [see Exhibit B for a
list of reimbursable items.]

Section VL.B. provides the following claim preparation criteria:
VI. CLAIM PREPARATION
B. Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing 1986-87 Fiscal Year Program Level of Service

Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:

1. Employee Salaries and Benefits
Identify the employee(s), show the classification of the employee(s) involved, describe
the mandated functions performed and specify the actual number of hours devoted to
each function, the productive hourly rate, and the related benefits. The average number of
hours devoted to each function may be claimed if supported by a documented time study.

2. Services and Supplies
Only expenditures which can be identified as a direct cost of the mandate can be claimed.
List cost of materials which have been consumed or expended specifically for the

purpose of this mandate.

3. Allowable Overhead Cost

Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State Controller in his
claiming instructions.




II.

Section VII defines supporting data as follows.

VII. SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, all costs claimed must be traceable to source documents and/or
worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such costs. This would include documentation
for the fiscal year 1986-87 program to substantiate maintenance of effort. These documents must
be kept on file by the agency submitting the claim for a period of no less than three years from
the date of the final payment of the claim pursuant to this mandate, and made available on the
request of the State Controller or his agent.

Section VIII defines offsetting savings and other reimbursements as follows.

VI OFFSETTING SAVINGS ANIY OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must be deducted
from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any source,
e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This shall include the
amount . . . authorized by Education Code section 72246 [now Education Code Section
76355]). ...

SCO Claiming Instructions

The SCO annually 1ssues claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for mandated cost
programs. The September 2004 claiming instructions provide indirect cost claiming instructions for
FY 2003-04 (Tab 3). The December 2005 claiming instructions provide indirect cost claiming
instructions for FY 2004-05 (Tab 4). The December 2006 indirect cost claiming instructions for FY
2005-06 indirect cost were the same as the December 2005 instructions.

The instructions are consistent with the Health Fee Elimination Claim Summary Instructions, Form
HFE-1.1, Item (05) (Tab 5).

THE DISTRICT OVERSTATED ITS INDIRECT COST RATES CLAIMED

Issue

The district overstated its indirect cost rates, thus claiméd unallowable indirect costs totaling
$153,507 ($113,658 for FY 2003-04, $34,285 for FY 2004-05, and $5,564 for FY 2005-06).

The district clatmed indirect costs based on FY 2003-04 through FY 2004-05 indirect cost rate
proposals (ICRPs) prepared by an outside consultant using the methodology from Title 2, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 220 (Office of Management and Budget [OMB] Circular A-21) (Fab 5).
The district did not obtain federal approval of these ICRPs.

The district did not prepare the ICRPs according to the SCO claiming instructions. The district also
prepared each year’s ICRP using the prior year’s actual rather than current cost data and did not
properly allocate costs as indirect costs or direct costs.

SCO Analysis:

The parameters and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the
State Controller in his claiming instructions.” For FY 2003-04, the claiming instructions require the
use of OMB Circular A-21 methodology to be federally approved. For FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06,
the claiming instructions require the district to calculate its indirect costs using the SCO’s FAM-29C
methodology.

-4-




For FY 2003-04, the SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 3) state:

A college has the option of using a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting principles
from Qffice of Management and Budget Circular A-21 “Cost Principles for Educational Institutions,”
or the Controller’s [FAM-29C] methodology. . . .

For FY 2004-05 forward, the SCO’s ¢laiming instructions (Tab 4) state:
A CCD [community college district] may claim indirect costs using the Controller’s methodology
(FAM-29C). . . If specifically allowed by mandated program’s P’s & G’s [parameters and guidelines],
a district may alternately choose to claim indirect costs using either (1) a federally approved rate
prepared in accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-21, Cost

Principles for Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate.

The parameters and guidelines do not specifically allow the district to claim indirect costs using a
federally approved rate prepared in accordance with OMB Circular A-21 or a flat 7% rate.

The Form FAM-29C methodology did not support the rates that the district claimed.

District’s Response

The Controller asserts that the District overstated its indirect cost rates and costs in the amount of
$153,507 for all three fiscal years. This finding is based upon the Controller’s statement that the
district “did not obtain federal approval for its ICRPS.” Contrary to the Controller’s ministerial
preferences, there is no requirement in law that the claimant’s indirect cost rate must be “federally”
approved. Indeed, the federally “approved” rates that the Controller will accept without further action,
are “negotiated” rates calculated by a district and then submitted for approval to the federal agencies
that are the source of federal programs to which the indirect cost rate is to be applied. This
demonstrates that the process is not an exact science, but a determination of the relevance and
reasonableness of the cost allocation assumptions made for the method used.

CCFS-331 [sic]

In fact, both the District’s method and the Controller’s method utilized the same source document, the
CCFS-311 Annual Financial and Budget Report required by the state. The difference in the claimed
and audited methods is in the determination of which of those cost elements are direct costs and
which are indirect costs. '

The audit report unilaterally applies the FAM-29C method specified in the SCO claiming instructions,
which results in widely varying rates. . . . There is nothing to indicate that the District’s indirect cost
rate is anything other than reasonable, except for the unenforceable preferences of the Controller.

Repulatory Requirements

No specific indirect cost rate calculation is required by statute. The parameters and guidelines state
that “[i]ndirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the Controller in his claiming
instructions.” (Emphasis supplied) The District claimed these indirect costs “in the manner” described
by the Controller. The correct forms were used and the claimed amounts were entered at the correct
locations.

... Since the Controller’s claiming instructions were never adopted as regulations pursuant to the
Administrative Procedures Act, the claiming instructions are merely a statement of the ministerial
preferences of the Controller and not taw.,




Finally, the Controller notes that no districts requested a review of the claiming instructions pursuant
to Title 2, Code of Regulations Section 1186. The claiming instructions are not properly adopted
regulations or standards. There is also no requirement that a claimant request such a review.
Therefore, the fact that no review of the claiming instructions was requested by any of the claimants
1s not determinative of their validity or force.

Unreasonable or Excessive

Government Code Section 17561(d)(2) requires the Controller to pay claims, provided that the
Controller may audit the records of any school district to verify the actual amount of the mandated
costs, and may reduce any claim that the Controller determines is excessive or unreasonable. The
Controller is authorized to reduce a claim only if it determines the claim to be excessive or
mreasonable. Here, the District has computed its indirect cost rate utilizing cost accounting principles
from the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21, and the Controller has disallowed it
without a determination of whether the product of the District’s calculation is excessive,
unreasonable, or inconsistent with cost accounting principles. . .

The audit report states that “[t]he alternative methodology indirect cost rates did not support the rates
that the district claimed; thus, the rates claimed were excessive.” However, this is not a determination
that the claimed rates were excessive. It is a statement that the only indirect cost calculation method
acceptable to the Controller is its own FAM-29C method, regardless of the requirements of the
parameters and guidelines. The fact that the claimed rates differ from the FAM-29C rates in no way
indicates that the claimed rates are “too great to be reasonable or acceptable,” and the Contreller has
no legal basis to establish the FAM-29C method as the standard for reasonableness.

Neither state law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the Controiler’s ¢claiming
instructions a condition of reimbursement. The District has followed the parameters and guidelines.
The burden of proof is on the Controller to prove that the District’s calculation is unreasonable, not to
recalculate the rate according to its unenforceable ministerial preferences. The Controller made no
determination as to whether the method used by the District was unreasonable, but merely substituted
its FAM-29C method for the method reported by the District. The substitution of the FAM-29C
method is an arbitrary choice of the Controller, not a “finding” enforceable either by fact of law. . ..

SCO’s Comment

CCFS-311

The district does not dispute that the SCO calculated the audited indirect cost rates using FAM-29C
methodology according to the SCO’s claiming instructions applicable to each fiscal year. The
parameters and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State
Controller in his claiming instructions.” The district did not prepare the ICRPs according to the
claiming instructions.

Title 2, California Code of Regulations (CCRY}, section 1185, subdivision {e)(3), states, “If the
narrative describing the alleged incorrect reduction(s) involves more than discussion of statutes or
regulations or legal argument and utilizes assertions or representations of fact, such assertions or
representation shall be supported by testimonial or documentary evidence and shall be submitted
with the claim.” The district did not provide support that the indirect cost rate methodology
identified in the SCO’s claiming ingtractions 1s invahd.

Furthermore, FAM-29C methodology calculates indirect cost rates using total current expenditures
reported on the California Community Colleges Annual Financial and Budget Report, Expenditures
by Activity (CCFS-311). Form FAM-29C eliminates unallowable expenses and segregates the
adjusted expenses between those incurred for direct and indirect activities relative to the mandated
cost program.



Regulatory Requirements

The district states, “No specific indirect cost rate calculation is required by statute.” The indirect rate
calculation is prescribed by the parameters and guidelines. The parameters and guidelines state,
“Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State Controller in his claiming
instructions.” We disagree with the district’s interpretation of “may be claimed,” which simply
permits the district to claim indirect costs. However, if the district chooses to claim indirect costs,
then the district must comply with the SCO’s claiming instructions. If the district believes that the
parameters and guidelines are deficient, it should initiate a request to amend the parameters and
guidelines pursuvant to Government Code section 17557, subdivision (d). However, any such
amendment would not apply to this andit period.

The district also presents an argument that it claimed costs in the manner described by the SCO
simply by using the correct forms and entering claimed amounts in the correct location. We disagree.
The district must also properly allocate costs as indirect costs or direct costs.

The disirict also states that it “claimed these indirect costs ‘in the manner’ described by the
Controller.” The district did nof claim indirect costs in accordance with the SCO’s claiming
instructions. The district prepared its FY 2003-04 through FY 2005-06 ICRPs using OMB Circular
A-21 methodology. The district did not obtain federal approval of its ICRPs. For FY 2003-04, the
claiming instructions require the use of OMB Circular A-21 methodology to be federally approved.
It also inappropriately prepared its ICRPs using the prior year’s actual cost data. For FY 2004-05
and FY 2005-06, the claiming instructions require the district to calculate its indirect costs using the
SCO’s FAM-29C methodology.

The district inappropriately prepared its ICRPs using the prior year’s actual cost data, as actual costs
data was available prior to filing the mandate claims. Title 5, CCR, section 58305, subdivision (d},
requires every college district to complete and file the financial statements on Form CCFS-311 on or
before October 10 of the subsequent fiscal year, Title 5, CCR, section 59106, requires every college
district to complete and file the annual audit report on or before December 31 of the subsequent
fiscal year. The mandated cost claims were not due until January 15 of the subsequent fiscal year.

The district also states:

Since the Controller’s claiming instructions were never adopted as regulations pursunant to the
Administrative Procedures Act, the claiming instructions are merely a statement of the ministerial
preference of the Controlier and not law.

We disagree. The CSM adopted the parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government Code section
17557. The parameters and guidelines specifically reference the SC(’s claiming instructions for
claiming indirect costs. Government Code section 17527, subdivision (g), states that in carrying out
its duties and responsibilities, the CSM shall have the following powers:

(g} To adopt, promulgate, amend, and rescind rules and regulations, which shall not be subject to the
review and approval of the Office of Administrative Law pursuant to the provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act [emphasis added]. . . .

Therefore, the district’s comments regarding the Administrative Procedure Act are without merit.

Unreasonable or Excessive

In addition to the statutory provision identified by the district, Government Code sections 17558.5
and 12410 are relevant. Government Code section 17558.5 requires the district to file a
reimbursement claim for acfual! mandate-related costs. In addition, Government Code section
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12410 states, “The Controller shall audit all claims against the state, and may audit the disbursement
of any state money, for correctness, legality, and for sufficient provisions of law for payment.”
Therefore, the SCO has sufficient authority to impose these audit adjustments.

In any case, the SCO did conclude that the district claimed was excessive. Excessive is defined as
“Exceeding what is usual, proper, necessary, [emphasis added] or normat.”® The district’s indirect
cost rates exceeded the proper amount based on the audlted indirect cost rates that the SCO
calculated according to the claiming instructions.

The district states, “Neither state law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the
Controller’s claiming instructions a condition of reimbursement. The District has followed the
parameters and guidelines.” However, the district did not follow the parameters and guidelines. The
parameters and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State
Controller in his claiming instructions.” The district did not comply with the claiming instructions
applicable to each fiscal year during the audit period.

? Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition, © 2001.
THE DISTRICT UNDERSTATED AUTHORIZED HEALTH SERVICE FEES
Issue

The district understated authorized health fee revenue by $761,656 {($114,175 for FY 2003-04,
$255,513 for FY 2004-05, and $391,968 for FY 2005-06). It reported actual health service fee
revenue that it collected rather than authorized health service fees. The district believes that it is only
required to reduce claimed costs by health fee revenues collected.

SCO Analysis:

The parameters and guidelines require a district to deduct authorized health services fees from costs
claimed. From July 1, 2002 through December 31, 2005, Education Code section 76355, subdivision
(c), authorizes health fees for all students except those students who: (1) depend exclusively on
prayer for healing; (2) are attending a communtity college nnder an approved apprenticeship training
program; (3) demonstrate financial need. Effective January 1, 2006, Education Code section 76355,
subdivision (c¢) no longer excludes students who have a financial need. The CCCCO identified the
fees authorized by Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a).

Government Code section 17514 defines “costs mandated by the state™ as any increased costs that a
school district is required to incur. To the extent community college districts can charge a fee, they
are not required to incur a cost. In addition, Government Code section 17556 states that the CSM
shall not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has the authority to levy fees to pay
for the mandated program or increased level of service.

District’s Response

The Controller asserts that the “authorized health fee revenues” were understated by $761,656 for the
three fiscal years. The District reported the actual student health fees collected as a reduction health
services costs. The Controller calculated the student fees collectible based on the highest student
health service fee chargeable, rather than the fee actually charged the student, and made no allowance
for fees that were never charged or never collected, resulting in a total adjustment of $761,656 for the
three fiscal years.




Education Code Section 76355

Education Code Section 76355, subdivision (a), in relevant part, provides: “The goveming board of a
district maintaining & community college may require community college students to pay a fee . . . for
health supervision and services. .. .” (Emphasis supplied) Thete is no requirement that comrunity
colleges levy these fees. The permissive nature of the provision is further illustrated in subdivision (b}
which states “{f, pursuant to this Section, a fee is required, the governing board of the district shall
decide the amount of the fee, i any, that a part-time student is required to pay. The govermng board
may decide whether the fee shall be mandatory or optional.” (Emphasis supplied)

Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines state:

Any offsetting savings that the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must be deducted
from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g.,
federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted froln this claim. This shall include the amount of
{student fees] as authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a).?

In order for a district to “experience” these “offsetting savings™ a district must actually have collected
these fees. Student bealth services fees actually collected must be used to offset costs, but not student
fees that could have been collected and were not. The use of the term “any offsetting savings™ further
illustrates the permissive nature of the fees. Student fees actually collected must be used to offset
costs, but not student fees that could have been collected and were not. Thus, this finding is based on
illogical interpretation of the parameters and guidelines by the Controller.

Finally, the Department of Finance proposed, as part of the amendments that were adopted on May 2,
1989, that a sentence be added to the offsetting savings section expressly stating that if no health
service fee was charged, the claimant would be required to deduct the amount authorized. The
Commission declined to add this requirement and adopted the parameters and guidelines without this
language. Therefore, it-is evident that the Commission intends the language of the parameters and
guidelines to be construed as written, and only those savings that are experienced are to be deducted.

Government Code Section 17514

The Controiler relies upon Government Code Section 17514 for the conclusion that “[t]o the extent
community college districts can charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost.” Government Code
Section 17514, as added by Chapter 1459, Statues of 1984, actually states:

“Costs mandated by the state” means any increased costs which a local agency or school district is
required to incur after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statue enacted on or after January 1, 1973,
which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing program within the meaning
of Section 6 of Article XII B of the California Constitution.”

There is nothing in the language of the statue regarding the anthority to charge a fee, any nexus of fee
revenue to increased cost, nor any language which describes the legal effect of fees collected. . . .

Government Code Section 17556

The Controller relies upon Government Code Section 17536 for the conclusion that the Commission
shall not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has the authority to levy fees to pay
for the mandated program or increased level of service.

* Former Education Code section 72246 was repealed by Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, and was replaced
by Education Code section 76355.




Government Code section, as last amended by Chapter 895/04 actually states:

“The commission shall not find costs mandated by the state, as defined in Section 17514, in any claim submitted
by a local agency or school district, if, after a hearing, the commission finds that: . . . .

(d) The local agency or school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to
pay for the mandated program or increased level of service,”

The Controller misrepresents the law. Government Code Section 17556 prohibits the Commission on
State Mandates from finding costs subject to reimbursement, that is, approving a test claim, where
there is authority to levy fees in an amount sufficient io offset the entire mandated costs. Here, the
Commission has already approved the test claim and made a finding of a new program or higher level
of service for which the claimants do not have the ability to levy a fee in an amount sufficient to
offset the entire mandated costs. It is not the position of the Controller to second guess the
Commission’s determinations or to use audits to promote its own interpretation of Section 17556.

Student Health Service Fee Amount

The Controller asserts that the district should have collected a student health service fee each semester
from non-exempt students in the amount of $12 and $9 for FY 2003-04, $13 and $10 for FY 2004-05,
and $14 and $11 for 2005-06. Districts receive notice of these fee amounts from the Chancellor of the
California Community Colleges. An example of one such notice is the letter dated March 5, 2001,
attached as Exhibit “D.” While Education Code Section 76355 provides for an increase in the student
health service fee, it did not grant the Chancellor the authority to establish mandatory fee amounts or
mandatory fee increases. It should be noted that the Chancellor’s letter properly states that increasing
the amount of the fee is at the option of the district, and that the Chancellor is not asserting that
authority. Therefore, the state cannot rely upon the Chancellor’s notice as a basis to adjust the claim
for “collectible” student health services fees.

Fees Collected vs. Fees Collectible

This issue is ene of student health fees revemue actually received, rather than student health fees
which might be collected. The Commission determined, as stated in the parameters and gnidelines,
that the student health services fees *‘experienced” would reduce the amount subject to
reimbursement. Student fees not collected are student fees not “experienced” and as such should not
reduce reimbursement. Further, the amount *‘collectible” will never equal actual revenues collected
due to changes in student BOGG eligibility, bad debt accounts, and refunds.

Because districts are not required to collect a fee from students for student health services, and if such
a fee is collected, the amount is to be determined by the District and not the Controller, the
Controller’s adjustment is without legal basis. What claimants are required by the parameters and
guidelines to do is to reduce the amount of their claimed costs by the amount of student health
services fee revenue actually received. Therefore, student health fees are merely collectible, they are
not mandatory, and it is inapproprate to reduce claim amounts by revennes not received. The audit
finding should be rejected and the annual student health service fees actually received should be used,
in lieu of a calculated amount potentially collectible, to reduce the claimed costs.

SCO’s Comment

Education Code Section 76355

We agree that community college districts may choose not to levy a health service fee or to levy a
fee less than the authorized amount. Regardless of the district’s decision to levy or not levy the .
authorized health service fee, Education Code section 763 55, subdivision (a}, provides districts with

the authority to levy a health service fee.
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Parameters and Guidelines

We disagree with the district’s interpretation of the parameters and guidelines’ requirement
regarding authorized health service fees. The CSM clearly recognized the availability of another
funding source by including the fees as offsetting savings in parameters and guidelines. The CSM’s
staff analysis of May 25, 1989 (Tab 6} states the following regarding the proposed parameters and
guidelines amendments that the CSM adopted that day:

Staff amended Item “VIIL. Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements” to reflect the reinstatement
of [the] fee authority.

In response to that amendment, the [Department of Finance (IDOF)] has proposed the addition of the
following language to Item VIII. to clarify the impact of the fee authority on claimants’ reimbursable
COsts:

“If a claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a), it shall deduct an
amount equal to what it would have received had the fee been levied.”

Staff concurs with the DOF proposed language which does not substantively change the scope of ftem
VI [emphasis added].

Thus, it is clear that the CSM intended that claimants deduct authorized health service fees from
mandate-reimbursable costs claimed. Furthermore, the staff apalysis included an attached letter
from the CCCCO dated April 3, 1989. In that letter, the CCCCO concurred with the DOF and the
CSM regarding authorized heaith service fees.

The district concludes that the CSM “declined” to add the sentence proposed by the DOF. We
disagree. The CSM did not revise the proposed parameters and guidelines amendments further,
since the CSM’s staff concluded that DOF’s proposal language did not substantively change the
scope of staff’s proposed language. The CSM, DOF, and CCCCO all agreed with the intent to offset
authorized health service fees. The CSM’s meeting minutes of May 25, 1989 (Tab 7) show that the
CSM adopted the proposed parameters and guidelines on consent. The Health Fee Elimination
Program amended parameters and guidelines were Item 6 on the meeting agenda. The meeting
minutes state, “There being no discussion or appearances on Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 12,
Member Buenrostro moved adoption of the staff recommendation of these items [emphasis added] on
the consent calendar. . .. The motion carried.” Therefore, no community college districts objected
and there was no change to the CSM’s interpretation regarding authorized health service fees.

Government Code Section 17514

Government Code section 17514 states, “*Costs mandated by the state’ means any increased costs
which a local agency or school district is required [emphasis added] to incur. . .. If the district has
authority to collect fees attributable to health service expenses, then it is not required to incur a cost.
Therefore, mandated costs do not include those health service expenses that may be paid by
authorized fees.

Government Code Section 17556

The SCO does not “second-guess” CSM determinations, nor does it “use audits to promote its own
interpretation” of statutory language. The district presents an argument that the statutory language
applies only when the fee authority is sufficient to offset the “entire” mandated costs. We disagree.
The CSM recognized that the Health Fee Elimination Program’s costs are not uniform between
districts. Districts provided different levels of service in FY 1986-87 (the “base year”). Furthermore,
districts provided these services at varying costs. As a result, the fee authority may be sufficient to
pay for some districts’ mandated program costs, while ‘it is insufficient for other districts.
Meanwhile, Education Code section 76355 (formerly section 72246) established a uniform health
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service fee assessment for students statewide. Therefore, the CSM adopted parameters and
guidelines that clearly recognize an available funding source by identifying the health service fees as
offsetting reimbursements. To the extent that districts have authority to charge a fee, they are not
required to incur a cost.

Two court cases addressed the issue of fee authority.* Both cases concluded that “costs™ as used in
the constitutional provision, exclude “expenses that are recoverable from sources other than taxes.”
In both cases, the source other than taxes was fee authonity.

i
* County of Fresno v. California (1991) 53 Cal. 3d 482; Conmnell v. Santa Margarita (1997} 59 Cal. App. 4
382

Student Health Services Fee Amount

We agree that the CCCCO is not authorized to direct districts to increase fees. Our finding states
that the CCCCQ identified the fees authorized by Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a). In
addition, our audit finding includes no reference to “mandatory” fee amounts or fee increases.

The parameters and gunidelines require districts to deduct authorized health service fees from claimed
costs, The CCCCO identifies the fees authorized by the Education Code.

For FY 2003-04, the authorized fees were $12 per semester, $9 per summer session, and $9 per
intersession of at least four weeks, or $9 per guarter. For FY 2004-05, the authorized fees were $13
semester, $10 per summer session, and $10 per intersession of at least four weeks, or $10 per
quarter, For FY 2005-06, the authorized fees were $14 per semester, $11 per summer session, and
$11 per intersession of at least four weeks, or $11 per quarter.

Fees Collected vs. Fees Collectible

The district states, “. . .the amount ‘collectible” will never equal actual revenues collected due to
changes in a student’s BOGG eligibility, bad debt accounts, and refunds.” The SCO calculated
authorized service fees based on enrollment and BOGG recipient data that the district reported to the
CCCCQO afier each school term. The district is responsible for reporting accurate enrollment and
BOGG recipient data, including any changes that result from BOGG eligibility or students who
disearoil.

The district is authorized to assess health service fees. If the district fails to collect fees, it is not
relieved from its responstbility to offset those fees from its mandated program claims nor is it
permitted to claim bad debt expenses.

We agree that districts are not required to collect a fee. However, the Education Code authorizes the
district to collect a fee and defines the authorized fee amount. To the extent that the Education Code
authorizes the district to collect fees, it is not required to incur a cost. Pursuant to Government Code
section 17514, mandated costs do not include any costs that the district may pay from authorized
fees since the district is not required to incur a cost.

CONCLUSION

The State Controller’s Office audited the Santa Monica Community College District’s claims for
costs of the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program (Chapter |, Statutes of 1984, 2™
Extraordinary Session; and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the period of July 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2006. The district claimed unallowable costs totaling $795,942. The costs are unallowable
because the district overstated indirect costs, and understated health fees.
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The district overstated its indirect cost rates, thus overstating its indirect costs by $153,507 for the
audit period. The district prepared its ICRPs using OMB Circular A-21 methodology. The district
did not obtain federal approval for these ICRPs. Furthermore, the SCO FAM-29C methodology is
the only allowable methodology for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06. In addition, the district used
expenditures from the prior year’s CCCCO Annual Financial and Budget Report, Form CCFS-311,
to prepare the current year’s indirect costs rates in each of the three fiscal years. The SCO calculated
indirect cost rates using the FAM-29C methodology; these rates did not support the rates claimed.

In addition, the district understated authorized health fees by $761,656 for the audit period. The
district reported actual revenue received rather than health fees the district was authorized to collect.

For FY 2005-06, offsetting revenues exceeded allowable costs by $119,221.

In conclusion, the Commission on State Mandates should find that: (1) the SCO correctly reduced
the district’s FY 2003-04 claim by $227.833; (2) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2004-
05 claim by $289,798; and (3) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2005-06 claim by
$278,311.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify by my signature below that the statements made in this document are true and
correct of my own knowledge, or, as to all other matters, I believe them to be true and correct based

upon information and belief.

Executed on June 15, 2010, at Sacramento, California, by:

By: @ﬂ %/
Jyn L. Spaﬂlo, ¢hief
andated Cost Audits Bureau

Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
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perform thé mandated activity. The claimant must give the name of the contractor,
explain the reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the mandated activities
performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, the number of hours
spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost. The hourly
billing rate shall not exceed the rate specified in the Parameters and Guidelines for the
mandated program. The contractor's invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized
list of costs for activities performed, must accompany the claim.

{h) Equipment Rental Costs

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as
a direct cost unless specifically allowed by the Parameters and Guidelines for the
particular mandate. Equipment rentals used solgly for the mandate are reimbursable to
the extent such costs do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment pilus a
finance charge. The claimant must explain the purpose and use for the equipment, the
time period for which the equipment was rented and the total cost of the rental. If the
equipment is used for purposes other than reimbursable activities, only the prorata
partion of the rental costs can be claimed.

(i) Capital Qutlay

Capital outlays for fand, buildings, equipment, furniture and fixtures may be claimed if
the Parameters and Guidelines specify them as allowable. If they are allowable, the
claiming instructions for the program will specify a basis for the reimbursement. If the
fixed asset or equipment is also used for purposes other than reimbursable activities for
a specific mandate, only the prorata portion of the purchase price used to implement
the reimbursable activities can be claimed.

(j} Travei Expenses

Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with travel rules and
regulations of the local jurisdiction. For some programs, however, the Parameters and
Guidelines may specify certain fimitations on expenses, or that expenses can only be
reimbursed in accordance with the State Board of Control travel standards. When
claiming travel expenses, the claimant must explain the purpose of the trip, identify the
name and address of the persons incurring the expense, the date and time of departure
and return for the trip, description of each expense claimed, the cost of transportation,
number of private auto miles traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking with receipts
required for charges over $10.00.

{k} Documentation

It is the responsibility of the claimant to make available to the SCO, upon request,
documentation in the form of general and subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders,
invoices, contfracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage records, land deeds, receipts,
employee time sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, and other relevant
documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for each
claim may differ with the type of mandate.

8. Indirect Costs

Indirect costs are: (a) Incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one cost
cbjective, and {b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefited, without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department performing
the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods,
services and facilities. As noted previously, in order for a cost to be allowable, it must be allocable
to a particular cost objective. With respect to indirect costs, this requires that the cost be distributed
1o benefiting cost objectives on bases, which produce an equitable result in relation to the benefits
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derived by the mandate.

A community college has the option of using a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting
principles from Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21 "Cost Principles for Educationai
Institutions," or the Controller's methodology outfined in the following paragraphs.

The Controller allows the foliowing methodology for use by community colleges in computing an
indirect cost rate for state mandates. The objective of this computation is to determine an equitable
rate for use in allocating administrative support to personnel that performed the mandated cost
activities claimed by the community college. This methodology assumes that administrative
services are pravided to all activities of the institution in relation to the direct costs incurred in the
performance of those activities. Form FAM-29C has been developed to assist the community
college in computing an indirect cost rate for state mandates. Completion of this form consists of
three main steps:

1. The elimination of unallowable costs from the expenses reported on the financial statements.

2. The segregation of the adjusted expenses between those incurred for direct and indirect
activities.

3. The development of a ratic between the total indirect expenses and the total direct expenses
incurred by the community college.

The compttation is based on total expenditures as reported in "California Community Colleges
Annual Financial and Budget Report, Expenditures by Activity (CCFS-311)." Expenditures classified
by activity are segregated by the function they serve. Each function may include expenses for
salaries, fringe benefits, supplies, and capital outlay. OMB Circular A-21 requires expenditures for
capital cutiays to be excluded from the indirect cost rate computation.

Generally, a direct cost is cne incurred specifically for one activity, while indirect costs are of a more
general nature and are incurred for the benefit of several activities. As previously noted, the
objective of this computation is to equitably allocate administrative support costs to personnel that
perform mandated cost activities claimed by thec ommunity college. For the purpose of this
computation we have defined indirect costs to be those costs which provide administrative support
to personnel who perform mandated cost activities. We have defined direct costs to be those costs
that do not provide administrative support to personnel who perform mandated cost activities and
those costs that are directly related to instructional activities of the college. Accounts that should be
classified as indirect costs are: Planning, Policy Making and Coordination, Fiscal Operations,
Human Resources Management, Management Information Systems, Other General Institutional
Support Services, and Logistical Services. If any costs included in these accounts are claimed as a
mandated cost, i.e., salaries of employees performing mandated cost activities, the cost should be
reclassified as a direct cost. Accounts in the following groups of accounts should be classified as
direct costs: Instruction, Instructional Administration, Instructional Support Services, Admissions
and Records, Counseling and Guidance, Other Student Services, Operation and Maintenance of
Plant, Community Relations, Staff Devetopment, Staff Diversity, Non-instructional Staff-Retirees’
Benefits and Retirement Incentives, Community Services, Ancillary Services and Auxiliary
Operations. A college may classify a portion of the expenses reported in the account Operation and
Maintenance of Plant as indirect. The claimant has the option of using a 7% or a higher indirect cost
percentage if the college can support its allocation basis.

The indirect cost rate, derived by determining the ratio of total indirect expenses to total direct
expenses when applied to the direct costs claimed, will result in an equitable distribution of the
college's mandate related indirect costs. An exampie of the methodology used to compute an
indirect cost rate is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges
MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01} Claimant (02} Period of Claim
{03) Expenditures by Activity (04} Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
Subtotal Instruction 599| $19,590,357| §1,339,059) $18,251,298 30} $18,251,298
Instructional Administration and
) 6000
Instructional Governance
Academic Administration 6010 2,941,386 105,348 2,836,038 0 2,836,038
Course and Currictium 6020 21,695 0 21,595 0 21,595
Develop.
Academic/Faculty Senate 6030
Other Instructional
Administration & Instructional 6090
Governance
Instructional Support Services 6100 .
Learning Center 6110 22,737 863 21,874 0 21,874
Library 6120 518,220 2,591 515,629 o] 515,629
Media 68130 522,530 115,710 406,820 0 406,820
Museums and Galleries 6140 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Information 6150
Systems and Tech.
Othe.r Instructionat Support 6190
Services _
Admissions and Records 6200 584,939 12,952 571,987 0 571,987
Counseling and Guidance 6300
Stu_dent Counseling and 6310
Guidance
Matriculation and Student 6320
Assessment
Transfer Programs 6330
Career Guidance 6340
Otl?er Student Counseling and 6390
Guidance
| Other Student Services 6400
Dlsapled Students Programs & 6420
Services
Subtotal $24 201,764 $1,576,523| $22,625,241 $0} $22,625,241

Revised 08/04
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colieges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01) Claimant {02} Pericd of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity {04} Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
Extended Opport%mny 6430
Programs & Services _
Health Services 6440 o 0 0 0 o
Student Personnel Admin. 6450 289,926 12,953 276,973 0 276,973
Financial Aid Administration 6460 391,459 20,724 370,735 0 370,735
Job Placement Services 8470 83,663 0 83,663 0 83,663
Veterans Services 6480 25,427 0 25,427 0 25,427
Mrscg!laneous Student 6450 0 o 0 0 0
Services
Operation & Maintenance of 6500
Plant
Building Maintenance and 6510 1,079,260 44,039| 1,035,221 72,465| 962,756
Repairs
Custodial Services 6530 1,227,668 33,677 1,193,991 83,579 1,110,412
Grounds Mainteniance and 6550 596,257 70,807| 525450 36,782| 488,668
Repairs
Utilities 6570 1,236,305 0 1,236,305 86,541 1,149,764
Other 6520 3,454 3,454 0 0 0
Pranning, Policy Making, and 6600| 587,817 22,451 565,366 565,366 0
Coordination
General Inst. Support Services 6700
Community Relations 6710 0 0 0] 0 0
Fiscal Operations 6720 634,605 17,270 617,335 553,184 (a) 64,151
Human Resources 6730
Management
Nonmstr-uctronal Staff Benefits 6740
& Incentives
Staff Development 6750
StaffDiver sity 6760
Logistical Services 6770
Management Information 6780
Systems
Subtotat $30,357,605] 3$1,801,898| $28,555,707| $1,397,917| $27.437,157
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
General Inst. Sup. Serv. {cont.) 6700
Other Genera_l Institutionat 6790
Support Services
Community Services and
. 6800
Economic Development
Community Recreation 6810 703,858 20,509 683,349 0 683,349
Community Service Classes 6820 423,188 - 24,826 398,362 0 398,382
Community Use of Facilities 6830 89,877 10,086 79,781 ] 79,781
Economic Development 6840
Other Cqmmunlty Sves. & 6890
Economic Development
Ancillary Services 6900
Bookstores 6910 0] 0 ¢ 0 o
Child Development Center 6920 89,051 1,206 87,845 0 87,845
Farm Cperations 6930 0 0 o 0 o
Food Services 6940 0] 0 o 0] 0
Parking 6950 420,274 6,857 413,417 0 413,417
Stu.dc'er.ﬂ and Co-curricular 6960 a 0 0 0 o
Activities .
Student Housing 8970
Other 6990
Auxiliary Operations 7000
ContractEduc ation 7010 1,124 557 12,401 1,112,156 0 1,112,156
Other Auxiliary Operations 7080 0] 0 0 0 o
Physical Property Acquisitions 7100 814,318 814,318 0 0 o
(05) Total $34,022,728; $2,692,111| $31,330,6171 $1,397,917| $30,212,067
(08) Indirect Cost Rate: {Total indirect Cost/Total Direct Cost) 4.63%
(07) Notes
{a} Mandated Cost activities designated as direct costs per claim instructions,
{b) 7% of Operation and Maintenance of Plant costs are shown as indirect in accordance with claiming instructions.
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9. Time Study Guidelines
Background

For costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005, a reasonable reimbursement methodology can be
used as a "formula for reimbursing local agency and school district costs mandated by the state”
that meets certain conditions specified in GC Section 17518.5(a). For costs incurred prior to
January 1, 2005, time study can only substitute for continuous records of actual time spent for a
specific fiscal year if the program's Parameters and Guidelines (Ps & Gs) allow the use of time
studies.

Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs:
Actual Time Reporting and Time Study, which are described below. Application of time study
results is restricted. As explained in Time Study Results below, the results may be projected
forward a maximum of two years provided the claimant meets certain criteria.

Actual Time Reporting

The Ps & Gs define reimbursable activities for each mandated cost program. (Some Ps & Gs refer
to reimbursable activities as reimbursable components.) When employees work on multiple
activities and/or programs, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by personnel
activity reports or equivalent documentation that meets the following standards (which clarify
documentation requirements discussed under the Reimbursable Activities section of recent Ps &
Gs):

s They must reflect an after-the-fact (contemporanecus) distribution of the actua! aclivity of each
employee;

« They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated;

» They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and

» Thay must be signed by the employee.

Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are performed do
not qualify as support for time distribution.

Time Study

In certain cases, a time study may be used to substitute for continuous records of actuat time spent
on multiple activities and/or programs. An effective time study requires that an activity be a task that
is repetitive in nature. Activities that require a varying level of effort are not appropriate for time
studies. :

Time Study Plan

A time study plan is necessary before conducting the time study. The claimant must retain the time
study plan for audit purposes. The plan needs to identify the following:

¢ Time period(s} to be studied — The plan must show that all time periods selected are
representative of the fiscal year, and that the results can be reasonably projected to approximate
actual costs.

» Activities andfor programs to be studied — For each mandated program included, the time study
must separately identify each reimbursable activity defined in the mandated program’s Ps & Gs,
which are derived from the program’s Statement of Decision. If a reimbursable activity in the Ps &
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(h)

G)

(k)

invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized list of costs for activities performed,
must accompany the ctaim.

Equipment Rental Costs

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as
a direct cost unless specifically allowed by the P's & G's for the particular mandate.
Equipment rentals used solely for the mandate is reimbursable to the extent such costs
do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment plus a finance charge. The
claimant must explain the purpose and use for the equipment, the time period for which
the equipment was rented and the total cost of the rental. If the equipment is used for
purposes other than reimbursable activities, only the pro rata portion of the rental costs
can be claimed.

Capital Outlay

Capital outlays for land, buildings, equipment, furniture and fixtures may be claimed if
the P's & G’s specify them as allowable. If they are allowable, the parameters and
guidelines for the program will specify a basis for the reimbursement. If the fixed asset
or equipment is also used for purposes other than reimbursable activities for a specific
mandate, only the pro rata portion of the purchase price used to implement the
reimbursable activities can be claimed. '

Travel Expenses

Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with travel rules and
regulations of the local jurisdiction. For some programs, however, the P's & G's may
specify certain limitations on expenses, or that expensas can only be reimbursed in
accordance with the State Board of Control fravel standards. When claiming travel
expenses, the claimant must explain the purpose of the trip, identify the name and
address of the persons incurring the expense, the date and time of departure and
return for the trip, description of each expense claimed, the cost of transportation,
number of private auto miles traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking with receipts
required for charges over $10.00.

Documentation

It is the responsibility of the claimant to make available to the SCO, upon request,
documentation in the form of general and subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders,
invoices, contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage records, land deeds, receipts,
employee time sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, and other relevant
documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for each
claim may differ with the type of mandate.

8. Indirect Costs

Indirect costs are: (a) Incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one cost
objective, and (b} not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefited without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department performing
the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods,
services and facilities. To be allowable, a cost must be allocable to a particular cost objective.
Indirect costs must be distributed to benefiting cost objectives on bases which produce an equitable
result related to the benefits derived by the mandate.

A CCD may claim indirect costs using the Controller's methodology (FAM-29C) outlined in the
following paragraphs. If specifically allowed by a mandated program’s P's & G's, a district may
alternately choose to claim indirect costs using either (1) a federally approved rate prepared in

Revised 12/05
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accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-21, Cost Principles for
Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate.

The SCO developed FAM-29C to be consistent with OMB Circular A-21, cost accounting principles
as they apply o mandated cost programs. The objective is to determine an equitable rate to
allocate administrative support to personnel who performed the mandated cost activities. The
FAM-29C methodalogy uses a direct cost base comprised of salary and benefit costs and operating
expenses. Form FAM-29C provides a consistent indirect cost rate methodology for all CCD’s
mandated cost programs.

FAM-29C uses total expenditures that districts report in their Catifornia Community Colleges Annual
Financial and Budget Report (CCFS-311), Expenditures by Activity for the General Fund -
Combined. The computation excludes Capital Qutlay and Other Qutgo in accordance with OMB
Circutar A-21. The indirect cost rate computation includes any depreciation or use allowance
applicable to district buildings and equipment. Districts calculate depreciation or use allowance
costs separately from the CCFS-311 report and should calculate them in accordance with OMB
Circular A-21.

OMB Circutar A-21, Section C.4, states that cost is allocable to a particular cost objective in
accordance with the relative benefits received. Also, Section E.2.b. states that the overall objective
of the cost allocation process is to distribute indirect costs to the institution's major functions in
proportions reasonably consistent with their use of the institution's resources. In addition, Section
E.2.c. notes that where certain items or categories of expense relate to less than all functions, such
expenses should be set aside for selective allocation.

OMB Circular A-21, Section H, describes a simplified method for indirect cost rate calculations.
However, Section H.1.b. states that the simplified method should not be used where it produces
results that appear inequitable. As previously noted, FAM-29C strives to equitably allocate
administrative support costs to personnel that perform mandated cost activities claimed by CCD.
For example, library costs and department administration expenses, normally classified fully or
partly as indirect costs in OMB Circular A-21, are instead classified as direct costs for FAM-29C,
These costs do not benefit mandated cost activities. In summary, FAM-29C indirect costs include
Operation and Maintenance of Plant, Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination; General
Institutional Support Services (excluding Community Relations); and depreciation or use allowance.
Community Relations includes fundraising costs, which are unallowable under OMB Circular A-21.
If the district claims any costs from these indirect accounts as a direct mandate-related costs, the
same costs should be reclassified as direct on FAM-29C.

Table 4 presents an example of the FAM-28C methodology.
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

1. Summary of Chapters 1/84, 2nd E.S., and Chapter 1118/87

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., repealed Education Code § 72246 which authorized
community college districts to charge a fee for the purpose of providing health supervision
and services, direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. The statute also required community college districts that charged
afee in the 1983/84 fiscal year o mainiain that level of health services in the 1884/85
fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter. The provisions of this statute would
automatically repeal on December 31, 1987, which would reinstate the community college
districts' authority to charge a health fee as specified.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 amended Education Code § 72246 to require any
community college district that provided health services in the 1986/87 fiscal year to
maintain health services at that level in the 1986/87 fiscal year and each fiscal year
thereafter. Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, has revised the numbering of § 72246 to § 76355,

2. Eligible Claimants

Any community college district incuming increased costs as a result of this mandate is
eligible to claim reimbursement of these costs,

3. Appropriations

To determine if current funding is available for this program, refer to the schedule
"Appropriations for State Mandated Cost Programs” in the "Annual Claiming instructions for
State Mandated Costs” issued in mid-September of each year to community college
presidents.

4. Types of Claims

A. Reimbursement and Estimated Claims

A claimant may file a reimbursement claim and/or an estimated claim. A
reimbursement claim details the costs actually incurred for a prior fiscal year. An
estimated claim shows the costs to be incurred for the current fiscal year,

B. Minimum Claim

Section 17564(a), Government Code, provides thal no claim shall be filed pursuant to
Section 17567 uniess such a claim exceeds $200 per program per fiscal year, -

5. Filing Deasline

(1} Refer to item 3 "Appropriations” to determine if the program is funded for the cumrent
fiscal year. If funding is available, an estimated claim must be filed with the State
Controlier’s Office and postmarked by November 30, of the fiscal year in which costs
are to be incurred. Timely filed estimated claims will be paid before late claims.

After having received payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a
reimbursement claim by November 30, of the following fiscai year regardiess
whether the payment was more or less than the actual costs. If the local agency
fails to file a reimbursement claim, monies received must be returned to the
State. If no estimated claim was filed, the local agency may file a reimbursement

Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 1 of 3




School Mandated Cost Manual State Controller's Office

claim detailing the actual costs incurred for the fiscal year, provided there was an
approprialion for the program for that fiscal year. {See item 3 above).

(2} A reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs must be filed with the State
Controlier's Office and postmarked by November 30 following the fiscal year in which
costs were incurred. If the claim is filed after the deadline but by November 30 of the
succeeding fiscal year, the approved claim must be reduced by a late penalty of 10%,
not to exceed $1,000. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will not be
accepted.

6.  Reimbursable Components

Eligible claimants will be reimbursed for health service costs at the level of service
provided in the 1986/87 fiscal year. The reimbursement wiil be reduced by the amount of
student health fees authorized per the Education Code § 78355,

After January 1, 1993, pursuant to Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, the fees students were
required to pay for health supervision and services were not more than:

$10.00 per semester

$5.00 for summer school

$5.00 for each quarter

Beginning with the summer of 1997, the fees are:
$11.00 per semester

$8.00 for summer school or

$8.00 for each quarter

The district may increase fees by the same percentage increase as the implicit Price
Defator (IPD} for the state and local govermment purchase of goods and services.
Whenever the IPD calculates an increase of one dollar ($1) above the existing amount, the
fees may be increased by one dollar ($1).

7. Reimbursement Limitations

A. If the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of
reimbursement is less than the level of health services that were provided in the
1886/87 fiscal year, no reimbursement is forthcoming.

B.  Any offsetting savings or reimbursement the claimant received from any source {(e.g.
federal, state grants, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, shall be identified
and deducted so only net local costs are claimed.

3. Claiming Forms and Instructions

The diagram "lllustration of Claim Forms” provides a graphical presentalion of forms
required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit a computer generated report in
substitution for forms HFE-1.0, HFE-1.1, and form HFE-2 provided the format of the report
and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim forms included in these
instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions should be duplicated and
used by the claimant to file estimated and reimbursement claims. The State Controller's
Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. In such instances, new
replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3 Revised 9/97




State Controlier's Office School Mandated Cost Manual
A. Form HFE- 2, Health Services

This form is used to list the health services the community college provided during the
1986/87 fiscal year and the fiscal year of the reimbursement claim.

B. Form HFE-1.1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the aflowable increased costs an individual college of
the community college district has incurred to comply with the state mandate. The
level of health services reporied on this form must be supported by official financial
records of the community college district. A copy of the document must be submitted
with the claim. The amount shown on line (13) of this form is carried to form HFE-1.0.

C. Form HFE-1.0, Claim Summary

This form is used to list the individual colleges that had increased costs due to the
state mandate and to compute a total claimable cost for the district. The "Total
Amount Claimed", line (04} on this form is camied forward to form FAM-27, line 13, for
the reimbursement claim, or line (07) for the estimated claim.

D. Form FAM-27, Ciaim for Payment

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized representative
of the local agency. All applicable information from form HFE-1.0 and HFE 1.1 must
be camed forward to this form for the State Controllers Office to process the claim for
payment.

Hustration of Claim Forms

Form HFE-2

Health
Services

Form HFE-1.1

Component/ <
Activity

Cost Detail

v

Form HFE-1.D

Forms HFE-1.1, Claim Summary

Complete a separate form HFE-1.1 for each
college for which costs are claimed by the
community college district.

Clairn Summary

l

FAM-27
Claim
for Payment

Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3 of 3




State Controller’s Office

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT

ﬂn:ﬂm:\: f“mUJ)A

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19} Program Number 00234
20) Date Filed / /
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION @0 DateFlled __/__J/_._
(21 LRS Input __/ /
{01) Claimant Identification Numb
aimart icenidication Number \ Reimbursement Claim Data
{02) Claimant Name
(22) HFE-1.0, (04)(b)
County of Location
{23)
Strest Address or P.O. Box Suite
(24)
City State Zip Code ) (25)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26)
{03) Estimated [] |©o Reimbursement [ ] @
(04) Combined ™ 1oy Combined [ lew
{05} Amended 7 o Amended (] e
Fiscal Year of Cost {06) 20 120 {12} 20 20 30
Total Claimed Amount | (07) (13) {31}
Less: 10% Late Penaity, not to exceed $1,000 (14) (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received {15y (33)
Net Claimed Amount (16) {34)
Due from State (08) (17 (35)
Due to State (18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the community college
district to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not
viglated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive.

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement of
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings
and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source
documentation currently maintained by the claimant.

The amounts for this Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or
actual costs set forih on the attached statements, | certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Signature of Autherized Officer Date

Type or Print Name Title

{38) Mame of Contact Person for Claim
Telephone Number  { } - Ext.

E-Mail Address

Form FAM-27 {Revised 09/03)
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s Seamarion
FAM-27

on
{02)
(03
{04)
{05)
(08}
(07

(08)
(09)
{10)
(11
(12)

(13)

(14)

(1%)

(18)
(7
{(18)
(19) to {21)
(22) 10 (36)

(37)

(38)

Instructions

Enter the payea number assigned by the State Controller’s Office.

Enter your Official Name, County of Location, Street or P. O. Box address, City, State, and Zip Code.
If filing an estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (03) Estimated.

Leave blank.

If filing an amended estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on line {05) Amended.

Enter the fiscal year in which costs are tq be incurred. '

Enter the amount of the estimated cfaim. If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 0%, complete
formi HFE-1.1 and enter the amount from line (13).

Enter the same amount as shown on line (07},

If filing a reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line {09) Reimbursement.
Leave blank.

If filing an amended reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on ling (11) Amended.

Enter the fiscal year for which actual costs are being claimed. if actual costs for more than one fiscal year are being claimed,
complete a separate form FAM-27 for each fiscal year.

Enter the amount of the reimbursement claim from form HFE-1.1, line (13 ). The total claimed amount must exceed $1,000.

Reimbursement claims must be filed by January 15 of the following fiscal year in which costs are incurred or the claims shall be
reduced by a late penaity. Enter zero if the daim was timely filed, otherwise, enter the product of muitiplying line (13} by the
factor 0.10 (10% penalty}, or $1,000, whichever is less,

If filing an actust reimbursement claim and an estimated claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount
received for the claim. Otherwise, enter a zero.

Enter the resuit of subtracting line {14) and fine (15} from line (13).

Iffine {16), Net Claimed Amount, is positive, enter that amount on line (17), Due from State.
Ifline (16), Net Claimed Amount, is negative, enter that amount on fine (18), Due ta State.
Leave blank.

Reimbursement Claim Data. Bring forward the cost information as specified on the left-hand column of lines (22) through (36) for
the reimbursement claim, e.g., HFE-1.0, (04)(b), means the information is located on form HFE-1.0, block {04), column (b). Enter
the infermation on the same line but in the right-hand column. Cost information should be rounded to the nearest dollar, i.e., no
cents. Indirect costs percentage should be shown as a whole number and without the percent symbot, i.e., 7.548% should be
shown as 8. Completion of this data block will expedite the payment process.

Read the statement "Certification of Claim." If it is true, the claim must be dated, signed by the agency's authorized officer, and
must include the person's name and title, typed or printed. Claims cannot be paid unless accomparnied by an original signed
certification. {To expedite the payment process, please sign the form FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the
form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.)

Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the person whom this office should contact if additional information is
required.

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and a copy of form FAM-27, Claim for Payment, and all
other forms and supporting documents. (To expedite the payment process, pleass sign the form in blue ink, and attach a
copy of the form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) Use the following mailing addresses:

Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: Address, if delivered by other delivery service:
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section
Division of Accounting and Reporting Division of Accounting and Reporting

P.0O. Box 242850 3301 C Street, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 94250 : Sacramento, CA 95816

Form FAM-27 (Revised 09/03)
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.0
CLAIM SUMMARY

{01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Reimbursement

Estimated [ ] 19__ 19

(03) List all the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

{a) (b)
Name of College Ciaimed
Amount

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

18.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

(04) Total Amount Claimed [Line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) + line {3.3b) + ...ine (3.211)]

Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY HFE-1.0
Instructions

(01) Enter the name of the claimant. Only a community college district may file a claim with the State
Controller's Office on behalf of its coileges.

(02) Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed. Enter the fiscal year
for which the expenses were/are to be incurred, A separate claim must be filed for each fiscal year.

Form HFE-1.0 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form HFE-1.0 if you are filing an
estimated claim and the estimate is not more than 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs. Simply
enter the amount of the estimated claim on form FAM-27, line {07). However, if the estimated claim
exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, forms HFE-1.0 and HFE-1.1 must be
completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this information the high
estimated claim will automaticalty be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs.

(03) List all the colleges of the community college district which have increased costs. A separate form HFE-1.1
must be completed for each collage showing how costs were derived.

(04) Enter the total claimed amount of all colleges by adding the Claimed Amount, line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) .. +
(3.21b). .

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87 Revised 9/97
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.1
CLAIM SUMMARY
{01) |Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Reimbursement ]
Estimated 1 20_ /20

{03) Name of College

(04} Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in.
comparison to the 1986-87 fiscal year. If the “Less” box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is

allowed. LESS SAME MORE
[ 1 L]
Direct Cost|  Indirect Total
Cost

(05) Cost of health services for the fiscal year of claim

(08) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986-87

(07) Cost of providing current fiscal year heatth services at 1986-87 level
[Line {05) - line (06}]

(08) Complete columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees

Collection Period (a) (b) (€) (d) (e) {f} ()
Number of | Students | Students | Students | Number of | Unit Cost | Student
Students |Exempt per|Exempt per|Exempt per| Students Per Heailth
Enrolled EC EC EC Subjectto | Student Fees
76355(c)(1)|76355(c)2)|76355(c)(3}| Health Fee | Per EC {e}x ()
(a)-(b}-(-¢)-{d} 76355

1. |Per Fall Semester

2. |Per Spring Semester

3. |Per Summer Session

4 iPer First Quarter

5. 1Per Second Quarter

6. |Per third Quarter

(09) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of {Line (08)(1}{c) through line {08)(5)(c)

(10) Subtotal

[Line {07) - line (09}]

Cost Reduction

{(11) Less: Offsetting Savings

(12) Less: Other Reimbursements

(13) Total Claimed Amount

[Line {10} - line (11} + line (12)}}

Revised 09/03
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{01

(02)

(03)

(04}

{05)

(06}

(07)

{08)

(09)

(10}

{(11)

(12)

(13)

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
CLAIM SUMMARY
Instructions

FORM
HFE-1.1

Enter the name of the claimant. Only a communlty college district may file a claim with the State Controlier’s Office
{SCQ) on behalf of its colleges.

Type of Claim. Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being fited. Enter the fiscal
year of costs.

Form HFE-1.1 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form HFE-1.1 if you are filing an
estimated claim and the estimate does not exceed the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%.
Simply enter the amount of the estimated claim on form FAM-27, line (07). However, if the estimated claim
exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, form HFE-1.1 must be completed and a
statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this information the high estimated claim wili
automaticaily be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs.

Enter the name of the college or community college district that provided student health services in the 1986-87
fiscal year and continue to provide the same services during the fiscal year of claim.

Compare the level of services provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement to the 1986-87 fiscal year and
indicate the result by marking a check in the appropriate box, If the “Less” box is checked, STOP and do not
complete the remaining part of this claim form. No reimbursement is forthcoming.

Enter the direct cost, indirect cast, and total cost of heaith services for the fiscal year of claim on line (05). Direct
cost of health services is identified on the college expenditure report authorized by Education Code §76355 and
included in the Community College Annual Financial and Budget Report CCFS-311, EDP Code 6440, column 5. If
the amount of direct costs claimed is different than that shown on the expenditure report, provide a schedule listing
those community college costs that are in addition to, or a reduction to expenditures shown on the report. For
claiming indirect costs, college districts have the option of using a federally approved rate from the Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-21, form FAM-29C, or a 7% indirect cost rate.

Enter the direct cost, indirect cost, and total cost of health services that are in excess of the level provided in the
1986-87 fiscal year.

Enter the difference of the cost of heaith services for the fiscal year of claim, line (05) and the cost of providing
current fiscal year services that are in excess of the level provided in the 1986-87 fiscal year line (08).

Complete columns (a) through (g) to provide details on the number of students enrolled, the number of students
exempt per EC Section 76355(c)1), (2), and (3), and the amount of health service fees that could have been
collected. After 05/01/01, the student fees for health supervision and services are $12.00 per semester, $9.00 for
summer school, and $9 for each guarter.

Enter the sum of student health fees that could have been collected, other than exempt students.

Enter the difference of the cost of providing health services at the 1986-87 level, line (07) and the total health fee
that could have been collected, fine (09). if line {09) is greater than line (07), no claim shall be filed.

Enter the total savings experienced by the school identified in line {03) as a direct cost of this mandate. Submit a
detailed schedule of savings with the claim.

Enter the fotal of other reimbursements received from any source, (i.e., federal, other state programs, etc.,)
Submit a detailed schedule of reimbursements with the claim.

Subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, iine (11), and Other Reimbursements, line (12), from Total 1986-87 Health
Bervice Cost excluding Student Health Fees.

Revised 09/03
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2
HEALTH SERVICES
(01) Ciaimant: (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
(03) Place an "X" in columns (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which heaith services ‘Fﬁ), (F'?
were provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years. 1986/87 | of Claim
Accident Reports

Appointments :
College Physician, surgeon
Dermatology, family practice
Intermal Medicine
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.)
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments
Registered Nurse
Check Appointments

Assessment, Intervention and Counseling
Birth Control
Lab Reports
Nutrition
Test Results, office
Venereal Disease
Communicable Disease
Upper Resplratory Infection
Eyes, Nose and Throat
Eye/Vision
Dermatology/Allergy
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service
Neuralgic
Crthopedic
Genito/Urinary
Dental
Gastro-intestinal
Stress Counseling
Crisis Intervention
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome
Eating Disorders
Weight Control
Personal Hygiene
Burnout
Other Medical Problems, list

Examinations, minor illnesses
Recheck Minor Injury ' ‘

Health Talks or Fairs, Information
Sexually Transmitted Disease
Drugs
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome

Revised 9/93 ' Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 1
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2
HEALTH SERVICES
(01} Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
(03) Place an "X" in column {a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health services were g} g}
provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years. 1986/87 | of Claim
Child Abuse
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoking

Library, Videos and Cassettes
First Aid, Major Emergencies
First Aid, Minor Emergencies
‘First Ald Kits, Filled

Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella
influenza
Information

Insurance
On Campus Accident
Voluntary )
tnsurance Inquiry/Claim Administration

Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/interpretation
Pap Smears

Physical Examinations
Empioyees
Students
Athletes

Medications
Antacids
Antidiarrheal
Aspirin, Tylenol, Etc
Skin Rash Preparations
Eye Drops
Ear Drops
Toothache, ol cloves
Stingkill
Midol, Menstrual Cramps
Other, list

Parking Cards/Elevator Keys
Tokens
Return Card/Key
Parking inquiry
Elevator Passes

Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits

Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2

Revised 9/93




State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2
HEALTH SERVICES
{01} Claimant: {02) Fiscal Year costs were Incurred:
{03} Placean“X"in columns (a) and/or (b}, as applicable, to indicate which heaith services }_52 g’.}
were provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years. 1986/87 | of Claim

Referrals to Qutside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department
Clinic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers
Transitional Living Facilities, battered/homeless women
Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

Tests
Blood Pressure
Hearing
Tuberculosis
Reading
Information
Vision
Glucometer
Urinalysis
Hemagiobin
EKG
Strep A testing
PG Testing
Monospot
Hemacuit
Others, list

Miscellaneous
Absence Excusas/PE Waiver
Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Information
Repart/Form
Wart Removal
Others, list

Committees
Safety
Environmental
Disaster Planning

Revised 9/93 : Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3







Hearing: 5/25/89

File Number: CSM-4206
Staff: Deborah Fraga-Decker
WP 0366d ‘

‘PRGPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AMENDMENTS
' Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 __
Health Fee Elimination Lg’/’ﬂ‘

Executive Summary -

At its hearing of November 20,-1986, the Commission on State Mandates found
that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.s., imposed state mandated costs upon
local community coliege districts by (1)_requiring those community college -
districts which provided health services for which it was authorized to and
did charge a fee to maintain ‘'such health services at ‘the leve) provided during.
the 1983-84 fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each fisca)l year’
thereafter and (2} repealing the,district's'authnrity to charge a health fee.
The requirements of this statute would .repeal on December 31, 1987, unless

- subsequent legislation was enacted, . . i : e -

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, was enacted September 24, 1987, and became .
effective January 1, 1988, Chapter 1118/87 modified the requirements ’
contained in Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., to require those community college
districts which provided health services in fiscal year 1986-87 to maintain
such héalth services in the 1987-88 fiscal year and each fiscal year :
thereafter. Additionally, the.]anguage contained in Chaptef 1/84, 2nd E.5.,
which repealed the districts'-authority to charge a health fee to cover the -

reinstating the districts’ authority +o charge a fee as specified. Parameters

and- guidelines amendments are appropriate to address the changes contained in.
Chapter 1118/87 .becayse this statute amended the same Education Code sections
previously enacted by Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., and found to contain a mandate,

Commission staff included the Department of Finance suggested non-substantive

amendment tc the staff's proposed parameters and guidelines amendments. The
-Chancellor's Office, the State Controijer's Office, and the claimant are in
agreement with these amendments .. Therefore, staff recommends that the :
Commission adopt the parameters and guidelines amendments as requested by the
Chancelior's O0ffice and as developed by staff.

- Clajmant -

‘Rio Hondb bommqnity College District.

Requesting Party

- CaTifornia Communi ty Colleges Chancellor's Office .

Al




Chronoﬁogy o

12/2/85 Test Claim filed with Commission on State Mandates,

1/24/86 - - Test Claim continued at claimant's request.-

11/2b/86 Commiés{oﬁ‘approved mandate.i. - .

'1/22/87- : Comﬁission-aﬁapted Statehent of ﬁec{s{bn. ‘

4/9#87 . Claimant subﬁftted proposed-parameters and guidelines.
. B8/21/87 Coﬁmission adopted parameters and gﬁideTfnes | |

10/22/87 Commission adopted cost estimate _
9/28/88 Mandate funded in Commission’s Claims Bill,. Chapter 1425/88 -

Summary of Mandate -

Chapter 1/84, ’nd E.S., effective July 1, 1984, repealed Education Code (EC)

Section 72246 which had authorized community college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health supervision 'and services,_ -
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. The statute also required that any community college
district which provided health services for which it was authorized to charge

. a fee. shall maintain health services .at the level provided during the 1983-84

fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year.and each fiscal.year thereafter. -

Prior to the passage of Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., the implementation of a health
services program was at the Jocal community college district's option. If
implemented, the respective community college district had the authority to-

charge a health fee up to $7.50 per semester for day and evening students,. and
$5 per summer session. : '

Proposed .Amendments

The Community Colleges Chanceller's Office (Chancellor's Office) has requested
parameters .and guidelines amendments be made to .address. the. changes in - . '
mandated activities effectuated by Chapter 1118/87, (Attachment G} In order .
to_expedite the process, staff has developed language to accompliish the
following: (1) change the eligible .claimants to those community college:’ :
districts which provided & health services program in fiscal year 1986-87; and-
(2) change the offsetting savings and other reimbirsements.to include the-

rejnstated‘authority to charge a health fee. {Attachment B) '

Recommendations .

o The'Depakfment‘of7Fiﬁdnce {DOF } prdpbsed one nonhsubstantfve:éhendmentffo-"
. clarify the effect of. the fee  authority language on the scope of the -

reiibursable costs. With this amendment, the DOF beliaves the amendments to
the parameters and guidelines are appropriate for this mandate and’ recommends
the Commission adopt them.'_(Attachment_CIr - ' e S
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The Chancellor's Office recommends that the Commission approve the amended

parameters and guidelines developed by staff with the additional language
suggested by the DOF.. (Attachment p) . . o

The State Controller's foice-{SCO}, Upon review of the proposed amendments,
finds the propasals proper and acceptable. [Attachment E)

The c]aimant,‘in:its feéommendatfah,'statés its_Bé]ief that the revisions. are
appropriate and concurs with the proposed changes. ({Attachment F). :

1

Staff Analysis

Issue 1: Eligible Claimants

The mandate found in Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., was for 2 new program with a
required maintenance of effort at the fiscal year 1983-84 level. Chapter
1118/87 superseded that level of service by requiring that community college
districts which providad a health services program in fiscal year 1986-87
maintain that level of effort in fiscal year 1387-88 and each subsequent -year
thereafter. Additionally, this expanded the group of eligible claimants
because the requirement is no longer imposed on orily those community college
districts which had charged a health fee for the program. At the time of
enactment of Chapter 1118/87, there were 11 community college districts which
provided the health services program but had never charged a -health fee for
the service. ‘ - : - - ' -

Therefore, staff has amended the language in Item III.‘“Eiigib1e Claimants™ to
refiect this change in the scope. af the mandate: . e - '

Issue 2: Reimbursement Alternatives R

In response to Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., Item VI.B. contained two alternatives
for claiming reimbursement costs. This gave claimants-a choice between
claiming actual costs for providing the health services program, or funding
tﬂe program as was done prior to the mandate when a health fee could be
charged. . - ‘ o o

- The first alternative was in Item VI.B.1. and provided for the use of -the
formula which the eligible claimants were authorized to utilize prior to the
implEmentatian_of-Chapter']/84, 2nd E.S.--total eligible enroilment muitiplied
by the health fee charged per student in fiscal year 1983-84. "Hith the sunset
of the repeal of the health fee authority as contained in Chapter 1/84,
2nd E.S., cldimants can now c¢harge the health fee as was allowed prior to
fiscal year 1983-84, thereby funding the program as. was done prior to the
mandate. Therefore, this alternative 1s no Tonger. appiicable to this mandate
and has been deleted by staff. - S i : :

The second alternative was in Item VI.B.2. and provided for the claiming of
-actual costs invelived in maintaining a health services program at the fiscal
year-1983-84 level.. This alternative is now the sole method of reimbursement
for this mandate. ‘However, it has been amerided to.Feflect that P
Chapter 1118/87 requires a maintenance of effort at -the fiscal year 1986-87
level, . ‘ E _ h ) o S '




Issue 4: Editoria1-cﬁangés, '
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Issue 3: Offsettihg Savings and Other Reimbursements

With the sunset of the repeal of the fee authority contained in Chapter 1/84,

2nd E.S., Education Code (EC) section 72246(a) again provides. community ‘

college diStricts with the authority to charge a health fee-aS-fe1]0wa'_
"72246.{a) The governing board of a.district_maintaining a communi ty
callege may require commnity college students to pay a fee in the total
amount of not more than seven dollars and fifty cents ($7.50) for each
semester, and five dollars {$5) for summer school, or five dollars ($5)
for each quarter for health supervision and- services, inciuding direct or
indirect medical and hospitalization services, or the operation of a
student health center or centers, authorized by Section 72244, or both.*

Staff mnended'ltem'“VIII; Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements" fo
reflect the reinstatement of this fee authority. E :

In response to that amendment, the DOF has pfoposed the addition of the

following language to Item VIII. to clarify the impact of the fee authority'on
claimants' reimbursable costs: - S , c

"If a claimant does not levy the fee auythorized by Education Code Section
72246(a), it shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received
had the fee been Tevied.” : : : ‘

Staff éoncurs_wjth the DOF proppséd-ﬁanguage-khiéh.dbes nat substantively A
change the scope of Item VIII. L S '

In preparing the propbsed'parameters and guidelinés-dmendments, it was not
necessary- for staff to make any of the normal editorial changes as the

original parameters and guidelines contained the language usually adopted by
the commission. .

'Staff; the DOF, the Chancellor's O0ffice, tﬁe Sco, aﬁd the c]éiﬁant are in

agreement with the recommended amendments which are shown in Attachment A with
additions indicated by underTining_and_¢eletions by strikeout. . )

. -

' Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the -adoption of the ‘staff's propased parameters and
guidélines amendments, which are based on the original parameters and
guidelines adopted in response to Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., and amended in
response to- Chapter 1118/87, as.-well as incorporating .the: amendment .
recommended by the DOF. A1l parties concur with these amendments..

) 4




: o . CSM Attachment )
. .Adopted: 8/27/87 . e

R l : o PARAMETERS AND GUIDEL INES

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 198474 /28d (/0187
“Health Fee Elimination

1. SUMMARY OF MANDATE' L

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. repealed Education Code. Section -
72246_which_had‘authorized:community college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health-supervisibn,and services,
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and -operation
of student health centers. This statute also required that health. ,
services for which a community- college district charged a fee during the'
1983-84 fiscal year had to be maintained at that level in the 1984-85
fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute
would automatically repeal on. December 3T, 1987, which would reinstate

the community colleges districts’ authority to charge a health Tee as
specified. . . A T

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246 to
require any community college district THat provided health sServices in
1986-87 to maintain health services at the TeveT provided during the
1986-87 Tiscal year in 1987-85 3nd each fiscal year thereafter. -

. - IT. COMMISSION ON STATE -MANDATES' DECISION.

At its hearing on November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates
determined that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. imposed a "new
program”. upon community college districts by requiring any community
college district which provided health services for which it was
authorized to charge a fee pursuant .to former Section 72246 in the
1983-84 fiscal year to maintain health services at the level provided
during the 1983-84 fiscal year. in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each = :
-fiscal year thereafter. This maintenance of effort ‘requirement appiies
to all community college districts which levied a heaTth services fee in
the 1983-84 fiscal year, regardiess of the extent to which the health
services fees collected offset the actual costs of providing health
services at the 1983-34 fiscal year level. ' : ;

At its hearing of Aprii 27, 1989, the Commission determined that Chapter
1118, Statutes oF 1987 amended this maintenance of efrfort reguirement
to apply to all community college districts which provided heaith -
services in Tiscal year I1986-87 and required them To maintain that level
in fiscal year 1987-88 and each tiscal year thereartar. . ]

LII. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Community college districts which pﬁoyfded hea?tﬁfservices for/fééin
. 19836-847 fiscal year and continue to provide the same services’ as

a result of this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those
costs. ' : : ' ‘ o




. - Iv. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., became effective July 1, 1984
Section 17557 of the Government Code states that a test claim must be
submitted on or before November 30th following a given fiscal year to
establish for that fiscal year. The test ¢laim for this maridate was
filed on November 27, 1985; therefore, costs incurred on.or after
July 1, 1984, are reimbursab1e. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, became
effective January 1, 1988. Title 2Z, Calzforn1a Code of Regulatlons,
section 1185.3(a]) states that a parameters and guidelines amendment

~ Tiled before the deadline for initial claims as specitied in the
Llaiming Instructions shall appTy to all years eligible for
reimbursement as defined in the original parameters and guidelines;

therefore, costs incurred on or after January I, T988, for Chapfer ITTB
Statutes of 1987, are’ re1mbursable ' T :

Actual costs for one fiscal year shou'ld- be 1nc1uded 1n each claim,
Estimated costs for the subsequent year may be included on the same
claim if applicable. 'Pursuant to Section 17561{d) (3} of the Government
Code, all claims for reimbursement of costs shall. be submitted within

120 days of notification by the State Controller of the enactment uf the
c1a1ms bill. N

If the total costs for a given fiscal year du not exceed 5200 no

reimbursement shall be allowed; except as otherw1se a]lowed by
. ) Govemment Code Section 17564.

V. REIMBURSEMEMTABLE COSTS

A. Scdpe of Mandate

Eligihle'community college districts. shaT]’bé reimbursed for the

g costs of providing a.health services programﬁftﬁdﬁﬁ/iﬁé/idiﬁﬁfi#y
- ES/Tedy/A/FEE.  Only services provided fo¢/fgé/in

19836 47 fiscal year may be cIa1med.

B. Re1mbursab1e Act1v1t1es

For each e]1g1b1e claimant, the following cost items are re1mbur5ab1e

“to the extent they wera prov1ded by the. communlty c01lege district in
fiscal year 7983#851986 87 .

ACCIBENT REPORTS

APPOINTMENTS
College Phys1c1an - Surgeon

Permatology, Family Practice, Internal Medicine
Qutside Physician . :
Dental Services

-OQutside Labs (X-ray, etc )

. - ‘Psychologist, full services
. o Cance1/Change Appo1ntments
' R.N. ~

Check Appo1ntments




Birth Contrel

Lab Reports
Nutrition -

Test Results {offica)
VD

ASSESSMENT, INTERVENTION & CUUNSELING

Other Medical Probiems
ce e

HRI
- ENT

Eya/Vision

Derm. /ATlergy

Gyn/Pregnancy Services

Neuro '

Ortho

GU
Dental
GI i o
Stress Counseling
- Crisis Intervention

Child Abuse Reporting. and Counseling

Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
_Aids : : :
Eating Disorders

‘ Weight Control
. Personal ‘Hygiene
Burnout T

EXAMINATIONS -(Minor I11nesses)
Recheck Minor Injury

HEALTH TALKS .0R FAIRS - INFORMATION
Sexually Transmitted Disgase
Drugs .

Aids .

- Child Abuse- s
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoking '

Etc. : :
Library - videos and cassettes

FIRST AID (Major'Emergencies)

V'FIRST AID (Minor Emergencies)
FIRST AID KITS (Filied)
IMMUN I ZATIONS |

Diptheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubelia

, Influepza - - - -~ - . . SR
. _ : Information L e '
~ INSURANCE A o
On Campus Accident
Yoluntary - - - T R
© “Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration _




e et gk e e i e e e

LABORATORY TESTS DONE
Inqu1ny/Interpretation
Pap Smears

PHYSICALS
Empioyees
Students
Ath]etes

MEDICAIIONS {d1spensed UTC for misc. illnesses)
. -‘Antacids .
Antidiarrhial
Antihistamines .
Aspirin, Ty]eno], etc,
Skin rash preparations -
Misc. .
Eye drops
Ear drops. :
Toothache - 031 c1oves
Stingkiil =
Midol - Menstrual Cramps

PARKING CARDS/ELEVATOR KEYS

Tokens
_ o Return card/key oo
. ) . Parking inquiry" T '

Elevator.passes
Temporary handicapped park1ng permits

. REFERRALS TC OUTSIDE AGENCIES
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department
Climic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers ' o .
Transitional Living Facilities {Battered/Homeless Women)
Family Planning Facilities - '

- Other Health Agenc1es

TESTS -
Blood Pressure
Hearing '
Tuberculosis

. Reading .
Information -
Yisian. :

Glucometer

Urinalysis

'Hemog]ob1n

'A . :E K G " ot - - _'.
. o - . Strep A. test"mg'
) ' P.G. testing N

'MMw%

Hemacult
Misc.




. MISCELLANEOUS
~ Absence Excuses/PE Waiver -
‘Allergy Injections
Bandaids -
. Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change -
Rest
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Misc.
Information
Report/Form .
Wart Removal

COMMITTEES
Safety
Envirommental
Disaster Planning

SAFETY DATA SHEETS.
antra? file

 X-RAY SERVICES
. COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL
| BODY FAT MEASUREMENTS
MINOR SURGERIES |
SELF-ESTEEM Gnoups' o | e
MENTAL HEALTH CRISIS
AA GROUP T o
ADULT CHILDREN OF ALCOHOLICS GROUP
WORK SHOPS ' L
Test Anxijety
‘Stress Management
Communication Skills

Weight Loss
Assertiveness Skills

VI. CLAIM PREPARATION

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant to- this mandate-must be timely.
. L ~Tiled-and set forth a 1ist of sach item for which reimbursement is

claimed undér this mandate.//EIfdeTé/¢IifM#ﬁﬁ£7m¢Y/¢Yifﬁ/¢d§i$fﬂﬁdéf
dﬁé/ﬁf/fﬁﬁ/#Yﬁéfﬂi%fﬁé#!//!ll/F¢¢/£m¢¢ﬁi7#fé#fdﬂilff¢ﬁ77¢¢fﬁd/¢éf
‘ ﬂfﬁdéﬁi/dﬁd/é#ﬁﬂ?lﬁéﬁf/¢¢ﬁd£1/¢f/?2]/ﬁﬁtﬁﬁl{¢##tS/ﬂf/ﬁfﬁdfiﬁ! '




. ~ A. Description of Activity

1.  Show the total number of fu]l =time students enr011ed per
,semester/quarter .

' 2.75how the total number of fu]? t1me students enro]led 1n the surmer
. program. : :

3;'Show the total number of - part ~timé students enr011ed per
 semester/quarter.. oo

4. Show the total number of part-time students enrolled in the summer
o program . o :

B. lea’fdiﬁd/AHéNdﬁﬁt

C]a1med costs shou}d be sueported by the fol1owihg information:

| 'Mfﬁﬁﬂﬁé/]’ﬁ/?éé#/Fféﬁdliﬂ#/%ﬁéﬂéd/fﬁ/?ﬂS3:‘M/Fi’$¢d7/’¥éﬁﬁ

Yl Fééfﬂ/¢ﬂ)’éﬁéd/fﬂ/iﬁé/]’%%%ﬁ/ﬁMd)/)lédr‘/id/idmidﬂ :
B ﬁié/ﬁéﬂiﬁ/ﬁéﬁﬁé#/wﬁdﬁm!
N7 Tdﬁﬂ![ﬁ#ﬁﬁdﬁdfﬁﬂﬁdéﬁﬂ/Mﬁdér‘/Ii‘-ém/!lllﬂ/)’//ﬂr‘ﬁddﬁ/#/
. ' dABoye///TUET NG/ LRTE/ATLSFRALTIE ]/ LG / LoLAY [ ddbdnt -

CYATued/WauTd/ e/ TLEN/YI/B/Y [ /T LIBY Td /By /T 1w
YI!B!Z/!Miiwiﬁé/i‘.ﬁﬂ]’/dmwﬁﬂféiniﬁﬁfﬂéd/i'm‘fr‘éiisﬁéd/ﬁ.\f
' ﬁbﬁf/ APBYTddBYE/ TGl T¢TL/ Prive/RerY ALy, :

-M’féfﬂﬂﬁﬂ/ﬂ//ﬁ\ctual Costs of Claim Year for Prov1d1ng
'19836 -847 F1s;:a1 Year Program lLevel of Servnce

E 1. Emp] oyee Sa1ar1 es and Beneﬁts

Identify the employee(s}, show the c]ass1f1cat1on of the
employee(s) involved, describe the mandated functions performed

and specify the actual number of hours devoted to each function,
the -productive hourly rate, and the related benefits. The average -
nunber: of ‘hours devoted to each function may be claimed.if
supported by a documented t1me study -

2. -Ser\nces and Supphes

Only expend‘ntures which can be 1dent1f1ed &5 a d1rect cost of the
mandate can be claimed. List cost of materials which have been
consumed or expended specifically for the purpose of th1s mandate

3. Aﬂowab‘le Overhead Cost

. S ~ Indirect costs may be c1a1med in the manner ‘described by the State
S -Controﬂer in h1s c1a1m1ng 1nstruct1ons o




VII. SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, ali costs claimed must bhe traceable to source
documents and/or worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such ™ =
costs, This would include documentation for the fiscal year

19836-847 program to substantiate a maintenance of effort. These
documents must be kept on file by the agency submitting the ¢laim for a

VIII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER RETMBURSEMENTS -

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of

- this statute must be deducted Trom the costs claimed. 1In addition, .
reimbursemant for this mandate recelved from any source, e.g., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and. deducted from this claim. This
shall include the amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester; -
$9. 00 per TUlT-time student For Sumier school, or 5. 00 per full-time
student per quarfer, as authorized by Education Tode section f2246(a7].
This shaltl also include payments (fees) JgW received trom.individuals
other than students who Wérdare not covered by fdrugy Education
Cade Section 72246 for health services,

IX. REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

The‘following certi%icaffﬁn-mUst“accompany-;he c¢latm:
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY under penalty of perjury:
THAT the foregoing- is true and correcé;

. THATVSecfion 1030 to 1096, inclusive, of the Government Code and
other applicabie provisions of the Taw have been complied with;

and - .
" THAT I'aﬁ‘the'persoh duthorized by the 1ocal -agency to file claims
- for funds with the State of California. o . :

Signature of Authorized Representative  Date

”Tii]é . o ST 3 Telephone Nof

. : 53’5{_)d-_ |




CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE - }

LIFORNIA COMMUNIT‘I‘ COLLEGES

O, CALIFORMIA 95814
(918) 4458752 5-1163

February 22, 1989

Mr. Robert W. Eich
Executive Director
Commission on 5S5tate Mandates
1130 "K" Street, Suite LL50
' Sacramento, CA 95814-3927

Dear Mr. Eich:

As you know, the Commission on August 27, .1987 adopted
Parameters and Guidelines for claiming reimbursements of
‘mandated costs related to ‘community college -health
services. Fees formerly collected by community colleges
had been elimlnated by Chapter 1, Statutes ef 1984, A

Second Extraordinary Session. Last" vear's mandate claims

bill (AB 2763) included funding to pay all these claims
through l1988~89.

The Governor ] partlal approval of AB 2763 last September
included a stipulation that claims for the current year
would be paid this fiscal year, but prior-year claims
will be paid in eqnal installments from the next three

" budget acts. The Governor did not addressg the ‘fact that
the ongoing costs of providing the mandated level of
service will continue to exceed the maximum perm1551ble
fee of $7.50 per- student per: semester '

On behalf cf all ellglble communlty college dlstrlcts,

the Chancellor's Office proposes the following changes 1ﬁ
the Parameters and Guidellnes

o Payment of 1988-89 mandated costs in excess of

maximum permissible fees¢ (Thls amount 15 payable
from AB 2763.)

‘o . Payment of all‘ﬁriorF}ear claims in installmente
over the next three years. (Funds for these
payments will be 1ncluded in the next 3 budget
acts. ) ,

o Payment of future =-years mandated costs in excess of

the maximum permissible fees. (Mo funding has yet
"been provided for these costs.) -




Mr. Eich = ) | February 22, 1989

If you.have any questlons regardlng this proposal, please
contact Patrick Ryan at . (916) 4451163 . : '

Sincerely,

- %ay&d . W’VU%:E/J

- DAVID MERTES
Chancellor.

DM: PR:mh

ce: ¢6:borah Eraga-Decker CSM
' . Douglas Burris -~

Joseph Newmyer

Gary Cock




L3M ATTaCImI L
sty of Californie ~ ) _ )

.Memoru fidum
. - March 22, 1989

« . Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst
Commission on State Mandates

#frem  « Dapariment of Finance

Proposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines for Claim No. CSM-4206 .-~ Chapter
1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 -- Health Fee
Elimrination L S

Pursuant to your request, the Depariment of Finance has reviewed the proposed
amendments to the parameters and guidelines related to communiiy college health
services, Thesa amendments, which are requested by the Chaneellor's Office,
reflect the {mpact that Chapter 1118/87 has on the original parameters adopted by
the Commission for Chapter 1/84 an August 27, 1987. Specifically, Chapter 1118/87:

1) requires districts which were providing health services in 1986-87, rather
. . .. than 1883-84,. to continue to_provide .such services, irrespective of
whether or not a fee was charged for the services; and '

{2) allows all districts te again charge a fee of up to $7.50 per student for

the services.  In this regard, we wouid point.out that the preposed

- amendment to "VIII. Offsetting Savings, and Other Reimbursements” could
be {nterpreted to require that, 1f a district elected not to charga fees
it would not have to deduct anything from 1ts claim. We beljeve that,
pursuyant to Section 17556 (d} of the Government Code, an amount equal to
$7.50 per student must be deducted whether or not 1t is actually charged
.since the district has the authority to levy the fee. We suggest that the

- following language be added as a second paragraph under "VIII™: "If a
clalmant does not jevy the fea authorized by Education Code Section

72246 {a), 1t shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received
had the fee b_een_levied." o .

With the amendment described above, we believe the amendments to the parameters and-
guidelines are appropriate for this mandate and recommend the Commission adopt them
at its April 27, 1989, weeting. ‘ ‘ .

Any questions regarding this recommendation should be directed to dames M. Apps. or
Kim Clement of my staff at 324-0043. - S '

Fred K'Iassjé% N S
- Assistant Program Budget Manager

cc: see second page

R




cc: . Blen:Beatiey tatt; ,ontroller 8 foica e
_ Pat Ryan, Chancel 's Office, Communi ty I.'.oﬂege A
- o JutietMusso, Legm‘lative ‘Analyst's Office :
. ~ Richard Frank “Attorney :General

|
|
|
|
LR:7988-2 .
|
|
|




rtsﬂ Attacﬁﬁéﬁfﬂﬁ
0w oPRCE _ DEANGAENA) or
. 7 5L FORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

LU NENTH STREET

o /RECEIVED
e v R o
=pril 3, 1989 F O 5 1889

. N\ COMMISSION oN-
‘Mr. Robert W ﬁiCh \NgMTMMWA S
Executive Director : ' s N
Commission on State Mandates
10 K Street, Suite LL50
mzcramento, CA - 95814

Attentiom: Ms. Deborah Fraga-Decker

Subject: CSM 4206
Amendments té Parameters and Guidelines
Chapter 1, Statues of 1984, 2Znd E.8.
Chapter 118, Statues of 1987
Health Fee Elinination

Dear Mr. Eich:.

Zh_response to your request of March 8, we have reviewed the propagsed
language changes necessary to amend the existing parameters and
guidelines to meet the requirements of Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987.

. The Department of Finance has also provided us a copy of their '
Tuggestion to add the following language in part VIII: "If a claimant
“oms not levy the fee anthorized by Educatien Code Section 72246(a),
it shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received had the
Tee been levied." This office concurs with their suggestion which is

conmistant with the law and with our request of February 22.

Tith the additional language suggested by the Department of Finance,
the Chapcellor's Officea recommends approval of the amended parametars

and guidelines as drafted for presentation to the Commission on
- april 27, 1989. . :

- Zincerely,

qu¢ngJZJ4(&L1§LA' o
DAVID MERTES . L
Chancellor

OM:PR:mh : _ : o o i

Foto! Jim‘Apps,'Depagtmeht'df Finance - - = - -
- . Glen Beatie, State Controller's Offic
. - Richard Frank, Attorney General's Office
- Juliet Muso, Legislative Analyst's Office
S Douglas Burris .
Joseph Newmyar
Gary Cook
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5. Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst

Commission on Stats Handatas
1130 K Street, Suite LLSO
Sacramento, CA 95814

szar Ms. Fraga-])iacke.r: }

. RE: Proposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines: Chapter 1/ 84, Znd
E.S. » and Chaptex 1118/87 - Health Fee Elimination

We have raviewed the amendments proposed on the-above subject and find the
. proposals proper and accaptable.

Howevar, the Commission may wish to clarify section "VIITI. OFFSETTING SAVINGS .
AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS'" that the required offset is the amount recsu.ved or -
would have raceived per : par student in the claim ysar.

it you have any questio:;s, please _call Glen Beatis at 3-8A137.
Sincerely,

A %W

;i Haas, Assistant Chief
ision of Accounting

GH/GB:dvl

581822
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Mareh 15, 1989

Hs .Bebarah Fraga- -Decker
'Program Aiialyst
Coiimi-ission -on. State: Mandates
1120+K-Stréat, Suite LLSD-
Qacramentn CA" 95814 -

REFERENEE -CSM-4206
AMENDMENTS TO PARAMETERS ANIJ GUIDELINES
- CHAPTER 1, STATUTES OF 1984, 28D E.S. -

- CHAPTER 1118 STATUTES OF 1987
HEALTH FEE EL ININATTON :

Dear Debarah

We have reviewed your lefter of March 7 to Chance11@r‘ﬂaq
the attached amendments to. the health fee parameters and 4,
bel ieve these revisions to be most appropriate and. conﬁu?
the changes you have proposed. :

[ wou]d 11ke +to thank you again for your expert1se and he1pfuﬂ
throughiout this. ent1re process.-

AHH n1strat1ve Affairs%

TMW bh

T~+~d of Trustees: Issbelle B. Gonthicr » Bill E. Hernandez » Marilee Morgan » Ralph . Pacheco » ‘Hilds Sofie
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MINUTES

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
May 25, 1589
10:00 a.m.
State Capitol, Room 437
Sacramento, California

Present were: Chairperson Russel] Gould, Chief Deputy Director, Department of
Finance; Fred R. Buenrostro, Representative of the State Treasurer; D, -Robert
Shuman, Representative of the State Controller; Robert Martinez, Director,
Iffice of Planning and Research; and Robert C. Creighton, Public Member.

There being a quorum present, Chairperson Gould called the meéting to order at
10:02 a.m, o '

“Zem 1 Minutes

Chairperson BGould asked if there were any corrections or additions to the
minutes of the Commission's hearing of April 27, 1989, There were no
corrections or additijons, ,

“he minutes were adopted without objection.

€ensant Calendar

+he following items were on the Commission's consent agenda:

“tem 2 Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 406, Statutes of 1988
Special Election - Bridges

Item 3 Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 583, Statutes of 1985
Infectious Waste Enforcement

Item 4  Proposed Statement of -Decision
Chapter 980, Statutes of 1984
- Court Audits : _

“tem b Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 1286, Statutes of 1985
Homeless Mentally IT]
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. ' Item & Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
: : Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. -
: Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987
Health Fee ETimination

Item 7  Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 8, Statutes of 1988
Democratic Presidential Delegates

I'tem 10 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 498, Statutas of 1983
Education Code Section 48260.5
Notification of Truancy

~Item 12 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 1226, Statutes of 1984
Chapter 1526, Statutes of 1985
Investment Reports

There being no discussion or appearances on Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and
12, Member Buenrostro moved adoption of the staff recommendation on these
items on the consent calendar. Member Martinez seconded the motion. The -
vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion carrijed.

The following items were continued:
. item 13 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate

Chapter 1335, Statutes of 1986
Trial Court Delay Reduction Act

Item 16 Test Claim - _
‘Chapter 841, Statutes of 1982
Patients' Rights Advocates

Item 17 Test Claim - i
Chapter 921, Statutes of 1987
Countywide Tax Rates

The next item to be heard by the Commission was:

-Item 8 Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 961, Statutes of 1975
Collective Bargaining

.The party requesting the proposed amendment, Fountain Valley School District,
‘did not appear at the hearing. Caro) Miller, appearing on behalf of the
Education Mandated Cost Network, stated that the Network was interested fn the
1ssue of reimbursing a school district for the time the district
Superintendent spent in, or preparing for, collective bargaining issues.
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The Commission then discussed the issue of reimbursing the Superintendent's
time as a direct cost to the mandated program or as an indirect cost as
requived by the federal publications OASC-10, and Federal Management Circular
74-4, Upon conclusion of this discussion, the Commission, staff, and

Ms. Miller, agreed that the Commission could deny this proposed amendment by
the Fountain Valley School District, and Ms. Miller could assist another
district in an attempt to amend the parameters and guideiines to ailow
reimbursement of the Superintendent's cost relative to collective bargaining
matters, ' .

Member Creighton then inquired on the issue of holding collective bargaining
sessions -outside of normal working hours and the number of teachers the ,
parameters and guidelines reimburse for participating in collective bargaining
sessions. Ms. Miller stated that because of the classroom disruption that can
~esult from the use of a substitute teacher, bargaining sessions are sometimes
held outside of normal work hours for practical reasons. Ms. Miller also

stated that the parameters and guidelines permit reimbursement for five
substitute teachers.

Member Martinez moved and Member Buenrostro seconded a motion to adopt the
“t2ff recommendation to deny the proposed amendments to the parameters and

_guidelines. The roll call vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion

carried.

Item @ Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 51225.3
Graduation Requirements

Carol Miller appeared on behalf of the claimant, Santa Barbara Unified School
District, Jim Apps and Don Enderton appeared on behalf of the Department of

“inance, and Rick Knott appeared on behalf of the San Diego Unified School
district.

Caro] Miller began the discussion on this matter by stating her objection to
the Department of Finance raising issues that were already argued in the
parameters and guidelines hearings for this mandate. Based on this objection,

5. Miller requested that the Commission adopt staff's recommendation and
aliow the Controller's Office to handle any audit exceptions.

Jim Apps stated that because school districts did not report funds that have
been received by them, then the data reported in the survey is suspect.
Therefore, the Department of Finance is not convinced that the cost estimate
oased on the data received by the schools is legitimate. '

- Discussion continued on the validity of the cost estimate and on the figures

presented to the Commission for its consideration.

Member Creighton then made a motion to adoEt staff's recommendation. Member
Shuman seconded the motion. The wvote on the motion was: Member Buenrostro,

no; Member Creighton, aye: Member Martinez, no; Member Shuman, aye; and

Chairperson Gould, no. The motion failed.
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Chairperson Gould made an alternative motion that staff, the Department of
Finance, and the school districts,  conduct a pre-hearing conference and agree
on an estimate to be presented to the Commission at a future ‘hearing. - Member -
Buenrostro seconded the motion. The roll call vote on the motion was '

unanimous. The motion carried.

Item 11 Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter B15, Statutes of 1979
Chapter 1327, Statutes of 1884
Chapter 757, Statutes of 1985
Short-Doyle Case Management

Pamela Stone, representing the County of Fresno, stated that the county was in
agreement with the staff proposed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for
the 1985-86 through 1989-50 fiscal years, and was opposed to the reduction of

the costs estimate befng proposed by the Department of Mental Health's late
filing. ' '

Lynn Whetstone, representing the Department of Mental Health, stated that the
Department agrees with the methodology used by Commission staff to develop the
cost estimate, however, the Department questioned the manner in which
Commission staff extrapolated its survey figures into a statewide estimate.

- Ms. Whetstone stated that due to the reasons stated in its late f{ling, the

Department believes that the cost estimate be reduced to $17,280,000,

Member Shuman moved, and Member Martinez seconded a motion to adopt the staff
?FOposed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for the 1985-84 through

989-20 fiscal years. The roll call vote on the motion was unanimous., The
motion carried.

Item 14 State Mandates Apportionment System
Request for Review of Base Year Entitlement
Chapter 1242, Statutes of 1977 :
Senior Citizens' Propérty Tax Postponement

Leslie Hobson appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of Placer, and stated
agreement with the staff analysis. , .

There were .no other appearances and no further discussion.

Member Creighton moved approval of the staff recommendation. Member Shuman
seconded the motion. - The roll call vote was unanimous. The motion carried.

Item 15 Test Claim

Chapter 670, Statutes of 1987
Assigned Judges

Vicki Wajdak and Pamela Stone appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of

- Fresno. Beth Mullen appeared on behalf of the Administrative Office of
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the Courts. Jim Apps appeared on behalf of the Department of Finance. Allan
Burdick appeared on behalf of the County Supervisors Association of - :
California. Pamela Stone restatéd the claimant's position that the revenue
tosses due to this statute were actually increased costs because Fresno is now
~2quired to compensate its part-time justice caurt. judges for work performed

ar another county while on assignment. Beth Mullen stated her opposition to
£his interpretation because Fresno’s part-time justice court Jjudge cannot be
assigned elsewhere until all work required to be performed for Fresno has been
compieted; therefore, Fresno is only required to compensate the judge for its
own work. : '

There followed discussion by the parties and the Commission regarding the
zoplicability of the Supreme Court's decisions in County of Los Angeles and
Lucia Mar. Chairperson Gould asked Cowmission Counisel Gary Hori whether this
statute Tmposed a new program and higher level of service as contempTated by
these two decisions. Mr. Hori stated that it did meet the definition of new
tragram and higher level of service as contemplated by the Supreme Court.

vember Creighton moved to adopt the staff recommendation to find a mandate on
counties whese part-time justice court judge is assigned within the home
county. Member Shuman seconded the motion. The roli call vote was
unanimous. The motion carried. ' .

Ttem 18 Test Claim
Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977 : _ ' ;
Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980 : ;
Chapter 1373, Statutes of 1980
Pubiic Law 99-372
Attorney's Fees - Specjal Education

FRn——

Chairperson Gould recused himself from the hearing on this §tem.

Clayton Parker, representing the Newport-Mesa Unified School District,
submitted a late filing on the test claim rebutting the staff analysis.
“tember Creighton stated that he had not had an opportunity to review the late
F11ing and inquired on whether the ¢laim should be heard at this hearing.
Staff informed Member Craighton and Member Buenrostro that in reviewing the
fi1ing before this item was called, the filing appeared to be summary of the
~*aimant's position on the staff analysis, and that there appeared to be no
~asen to continue the item. ' '

Mr. Parker stated that Commission staff had misstated the events that resulted
in the claimant having to pay attorneys' fees to a pupil's guardians, and
because of case law, courts do not have any discretion in awarding attorney's
“zes. Mr. Parker stated that because state legislation has codified the
federal Education of the Handicapped Act, school districts are subject to the
provisions of Public Law 94-142 and Public Law 99-372. Member Bueprostro then
tnquired whether staff was comfortable with discussing the issue of a state
executive order fncorporating federal law.
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Staff informed the Commission that it was not comfortable discussing this -
1ssue, and further noted that it appeared that Mr. Parker was basing his
reasoning -for finding P.L, 99-372 to be a state mandated program, on the Board
of Control's finding that Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1877, and Chapter 797,
Statutes of 1980, were a state mandated program. S$taff noted that Board of
Control's finding is currently the subject of the titigation in Huff v.
Commission on State Mandates {Sacramento County Swuperior Court Case No.
3522957,

Member Creighton moved and Member Martinez seconded a motion to continue this
item and have legal counsel and staff review the arguments presented by
Mr. Parker. The vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion carried,

With no further items'on the agenda, Chairperson Gould adjourned‘the hearing
at 11:45 a.m. - : : -

0

'I: B . ¥ .
Executive Director

RWE:GLH:cm:0224g




DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Solano and | am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the
within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California 95814.

On October 9, 2014, | served the:

SCO Comments

Health Fee Elimination, 08-4206-1-17

Education Code Section 76355

Statutes 1984, 2" E.S.; Chapter 1; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118;
Fiscal Years: 2003-2004, 2004-2005 and 2005-2006

Santa Monica Community College District, Claimant

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on October 9, 2014 at Sacramento,

California. N
';;%{_.@_M_
Heidi J. Palchik
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-3562
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 10/9/14
Claim Number: 08-4206-1-17
Matter: Health Fee Elimination

Claimant: Santa Monica Community College District

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written
material with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written
material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by
the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-4320

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance

Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Cheryl Ide, Associate Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/3
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Phone: (916) 445-0328
Cheryl.ide@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)

Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (4-15)

915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-0328
Yazmin.meza@dof.ca.gov

Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network
1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 446-7517

robertm@sscal.com

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-0328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
Claimant Representative

P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430
Phone: (916) 419-7093

kbpsixten@aol.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
P.O. Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589

Phone: (951) 303-3034
sandrareynolds_30@msn.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919

krios@sco.ca.gov

Nicolas Schweizer, Department of Finance

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php
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Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

nicolas.schweizer@dof.ca.gov

David Scribner, Max8550

2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 852-8970

dscribner@max8550.com

Jeffery Shimizu, Interim Executive Vice President, Santa Monica Community College
District

Administrative Services, 1900 Pico Blvd, Santa Monica, CA 90405-1628

Phone: (310) 434-4200

shimizu_jeffery@smc.edu

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849

jsSpano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 3/3



